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RECOMMENDATIONS

Policy Manual

The Department of Income Maintenance shall rewrite the gener-
al assistance manual by July 1,1986. This manual shall be written
based on a standard of plain language similar to that described in
Section 42-152 and Chapter 676a of the Connecticut General
Statutes., The manual shall include: an index for frequent refer-
encing, and a separate section or manual describing specific
procedures to follow in order for policy to be clarified.

Quality Control

_ In order to identify possible areas of client and agency error
or implementation problems, the general assistance unit should:
conduct a periodic social security match of those on general assis-
tance in each town; document policy and procedural guestions raised
via telephone and office visits by local welfare staff; and analyze
results of fair hearings and audits.

The bDepartment of Income Maintenance shall have the statutory
authority to conduct audits of all General Assistance programs in
the towns. The audit program shall be implemented through regula-
tions and include the following functions:

@ an independent verification of motor
vehicles ownership, unemployment compen-—
sation and registration with the Connec-
ticut State Employment Service using
records at the Department of Labor and
the Department of Motor Vehicles;

¢ a financial review of each town's
accounts;

@ a selection and sampling methodology for
choosing cases to be reviewed in each
town; and

e a case review of compliance with signifi-
cant eligibility and workfare regula-
tions.,.

The Office of General Assistance should develop a system to
rectify the problems identified in the analysis of data from town
guestions, fair hearings, and audits. A corrective action system,
that identifies the need for policy regulation changes, clearer
procedural explanations and training programs, should be insti-
tuted.
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The Department of Income Maintenance shall be given statutory

authority to implement the current program providing for sanctions
to be imposed against towns that are found in noncompliance as a

result of an audit,

Training

The Department of Income Maintenance shall develop formal
training programs that local welfare administrators and direct ser-
vice staff shall be required to attend. This program shall consist
of: '

e minimum of 40 hours of training for new
staff and administrators within the first

six months of beginning in the position;

e twenty hours of training yearly for
current local welfare officers, including
a review of current and new state poli-

cies; and

® specific training sessions shall be held
within three months of implementation of
major policy changes,

Annual Report

The Department of Income Maintenance shall prepare and issue
an annual report to the General Assembly, to each towns in the
state, and to any person of the general public who requests it.
The report shall be issued each September for the previous fiscal
year, and contain, in addition to staff and budget information, a
summary of the activities for the previous year, goals and objec-
tives of the unit for the upcoming year, general assistance data,
and analysis on trends in the General Assistance program,

Hospital Referrals

Require the Department of Income Maintenance to assume respon-
sibility for all hospital referral cases under the General Assis-
tance program,
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Flat Grant

The Department of Income Maintenance shall institute a two-
part flat grant payment system for providing general assistance to
clients replacing the current system.

e one part shall consist of payments for
living expenses; and

e one part shall consist of payments for
rental expenses.

Either part may be granted on an as-needed basis, but when
granted must be granted in its entirety. Income and other avai-
lable resources will continue to be subtracted from the grant.

The department shall develop a three-region weighted payment
system for the state based upon each region's cost-of-living. The
flat grant shall be determined by the weighted payment system.

Towns, with department's approval, may provide emergency
expenses for clients in need.

Administrative Waiver

The commissioner of the Department of Income Maintenance shall
be given statutory authority to grant administrative waivers re-
garding general assistance. The procedures for granting of waivers
shall be established in regulation, and such waivers should be
case~gspecific and not apply to basic eligibility requirements.
Further, the department shall inform all towns in writing, on at
least a gquarterly basis, of all types of administrative walvers
granted for that period.

Resource Allocation

The Department of Income Maintenance should allocate resources
of staff with specialized skills and specified job descriptions to
enable the general assistance program to fulfill the following
additional functions:

e timely development of regulations;

® adequate training of local welfare ad-
ministrators and staff;

@ research and analysis of data and techni-
cal program effectiveness;




® consultation for development of Jjobs and
job training programs; and

e expert organizational consultation to the
administrators of local welfare programs
to facilitate organizational change
necessitated by regulation and statutory
mandates.

Review of Eligibility Reqguirements

The Office of General Assistance should examine all eligibi-
lity criteria and procedures, and eliminate those that are obsolete
or unworkable.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Selection of the Program

In 1983, the Connecticut General Assembly passed "An Act
Concerning Performance Audits for State Agency Programs," (P.A.
83-446) requiring the Legislative Program Review and Investiga-
tions Committee to audit selected areas within the Department of
Income Maintenance. 1In concert with the chairpersons -and ranking
members of the Appropriations, Human Services, and the Government
Administration and Elections committees, and members of the appro-
priations subcommittee overseeing the Department of Income Main-
tenance, the program review committee met to select three programs
within that department for a performance audit.

One of those programs selected was the General Assistance
program. While general assistance in Connecticut is considered a
local program, approximately 90 percent of the costs come from the
state's general fund. The program's costs have grown at an ex-
traordinary rate in recent years—--from a total expenditure of
$42,547,412 in state FY 81 to $83,540,795 appropriated for FY 85.
Further, since the program is operated at the local level, the
state legislature has never reviewed general assistance in detail.
For these reasons, the selection committee chose general assis-
tance as one of the programs to be audited.

Scope of the Audit

During the course of this performance audit conducted by the
program review committee the following aspects of the General As-
sistance program were examined: 1) procedures for operating the
program at the state and local levels; 2) resources devoted to the
program at the state and local levels; 3) knowledge of local gen-
eral assistance workers in applying policy; 4) uniformity of
assistance granted recipients among towns; 5) characteristics of
the general assistance client-population as well as a profile of
local workers administering the program; and 6) operations of
similar programs in other states.

One area that was not examined in depth was the Mandatory
Supported Work, Education and Training (Workfare) Program. While
this report notes how workfare relates to general assistance as an
eligibility requirement, it does not attempt to evaluate how towns
are administering the Workfare program, nor whether the program is
meeting its purpose, It was determined that any review of work-
fare should be a separate study for two major reasons. First, the
mandatory program has only been operational since 1981. Second, a
review of workfare would take substantially more of the program
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review committee's time and resources than could be devoted in
this audit.

Methodology

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
used a variety of research technigues to gather and analyze infor-
mation for this study. These included data gathered using two
separate town samples, a survey of all Connecticut towns, inter-
views with local general assistance officials, and meetings with
the department's general assistance staff and members of the Con-
necticut Association of Local Administrators of General Assistance
(CALAGA). Client data, obtained from the Department of Income
Maintenance's computerized general assistance application system,
were also used extensively for this audit,

One of the samples used by the program review committee
consisted of 16 Connecticut towns. The towns were chosen based on
six criteria: 1) geographic location; 2) total population; 3)
general assistance case load; 4} percentage of the department's
general assistance budget; 5) urban/suburban/rural configuration;
and 6) recipients-to-total-population ratio. For a more detailed
discussion of the selection methodology and a listing of the 16
towns, see Appendix A.

Interviews were held by program review staff with each of the
administrators in the 16 towns, who described forms, procedures,
systems, and policies used in providing assistance in each of
their towns. 1In addition, committee staff administered a policy
questionnaire to the general assistance workers in the 16 towns.
Designed by Department of Income Maintenance policy consultants
and program review staff, the guestionnaire used a total of 33
questions in five different program areas to evaluate the workers'
knowledge of the program's policy and procedures. (See Appendix

B.)

In three of the 16 towns--Hartford, Middletown, and Brook-
lyn--committee staff reviewed a random sample of 80 case files,
selected from cases previously reviewed by Department of Income
Maintenance internal auditors, to determine if there were any
discrepancies between the findings of the auditors and the commit-
tee,

Another sample used for this performance audit was a 20-town
sample, which included the 20 towns in the state having the 1lar-
gest general assistance case loads. (See Appendix D). Six of the
towns included in this sample were alsc in the lé6-town sample.
While no specific data were collected in these towns, data gather-
ed through other sources were compared among both samples and all




towns in the state. 1In many instances, data for these 20 towns
were readily available from the department, since the top 20 towns
are often used in computer runs made by the department.

To gather more information about general staff assistance
locally, the program review committee distributed a survey to all
169 towns., In this survey, the committee attempted to: profile
local general assistance staff; determine the amount of resources
devoted to the program; estimate the time devoted to various
functions in general assistance; and assess workers' attitudes
about the Department of Income Maintenance's performance and the
program in general.

Program review staff also attended several of the monthly
meetings held by the Connecticut Association of Local Adminis-
trators of General Assistance, and met once with this group's
executive officers to discuss issues pertinent to general assis~
tance,

During the course of the review, committee staff also met
with staff of the Department of Income Maintenance's Office of
General Assistance, attended two of the meetings held between the
department's staff and representatives of the state's five largest
cities, met with a representative of New Haven Legal Assistance;
and attended workshecps conducted by Department of Income Main-
tenance staff to acquaint towns with the agency's new automated
system for general assistance.

The program review committee also examined: relevant state
statutes; information from the U.S. Census Bureau; the income
maintenance department's general assistance policy manual, bulle-
tins, files, and other documents; budget materials; data obtained
from the department's automated system; and data accessed through
the Connecticut Department of Labor's computer system and its
unemployment statistics.

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
also held a day-long public hearing to gather information on all
three areas subject to audit. The committee heard testimony from
legislators, invited members of the department, and interested
parties on various aspects of each program.

Report Qutline

The report contains six chapters beginning with this intro-
duction. Chapter II, entitled Program Overview, contains a dis-
cussion and analysis of the growth in Connecticut's General Assis-
tance program including an examination of various areas such as
case loads and expenditures, and develops reasons for their
growth. The chapter also compares general assistance programs in
other states with Connecticut's program.

3




The third and fourth chapters contain descriptions of the
state and town roles in administering the general assistance
program. These two chapters describe the statutory and policy
responsibilities required of the state and towns.

Chapter V describes and analyzes the towns' implementation of
general assistance., This chapter details the variability in the
program among the towns and describes the nature of the client
population. Major problems found in the program are also pre-
sented here.

The final chapter, Chapter VI, puts forth the findings and
recommendations made by the Legislative Program Review and In-
vestigations Committee.

Acknowledgement
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would like to express appreciation to all the towns in the state,
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to the committee and staff during this audit. The administrators
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CHAPTER 11
PROGRAM OVERVIEW

General assistance is financial aid provided by Connecticut
towns to individuals and families in need. The General Assistance
program is administered by local government in all 169 Connecticut
towns but is largely paid for by the states. Local governments
are reimbursed for 90 percent of the program costs of providing
assistance to the needy. The state, through the Department of
Income Maintenance (DIM), establishes general policy guidelines
for determining eligibility, the amount of assistance provided,
and the needs covered.

A discussion of the growth in both the general assistance
case load and expenditures, and a comparison of Connecticut's
program with other states are presented in this chapter.

Program Growth

General assistance in Connecticut has increased steadily in
case load and expenditures since 1974. There were 9,163 cases in
state FY 74 compared to a projected case load of 23,679 for FY 84,
an increase of 158 percent. The program review committee examined
several factors put forth as contributing reasons for this growth.

In the 1983 annual workfare report to the Connecticut legis-
lature, the Department of Income Maintenance cited three basic
reasons for the increased in general assistance case load: 1) the
elimination of the state Connecticut Aid and Medical Assistance to
the Disabled (CAMAD) program; 2) federal cutbacks to state-admin-
istered programs; and 3) the increase in the state's unemployment
rate,

Termination of CAMAD. In 1981, the Connecticut General
Assembly terminated the Connecticut Aid and Medical Assistance to
the Disabled program. O0f the 1,411 cases in that program during
its last year of existence (state FY 81), the department's work-
fare report stated that 1,060 cases came on to the general assis-
tance rolls, While the committee did not further examine the
CAMAD program's termination as a factor in general assistance case
load growth, it should be noted that the number is minimal in
terms of the General Assistance program's overall population
growth.

Cutbacks in federal programs. According to the department,
the federal Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, which
called for federal program cutbacks, contributed an additional 400
cases to the General Assistance program. This figure is at best
approximate, since until 1983, when the department began compiling
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client data collected on the application forms, there was no
reliable way to verify this number.

However, program review examined the case loads of those
federal and state programs the reduction of which would most
likely generate additional general assistance cases. The commit-
tee did not find the substantial case load decreases that were
expected. Table II-1 shows the case lcads of three separate pro-
grams-~AFDC, SSI-Disabled, and State Supplement for SSI-Disabled.

Table II-1. Case Loads for Three Entitlement Programs.

Program State Fy 81 State FY 82 State FY 83
AFDC 47,985 45,556 43,581
SSi-Disabled*® 16,137 16,150 17,113
State Supplement 6,186 6,429 6,729

to 8SI-bisabled

* The figures for the SSI-Disabled are based on the calendar year
rather than the state fiscal year.

As the table shows, the only case load decrease occurred in
the AFDC program; the others increased. However, general assis-
tance family cases, i.e. those having dependent children (which
would include any terminated AFDC cases) did not experience the
same growth rate as individual cases on general assistance. 1In
fact, the 1983 departmental workfare report cited that in FY
82~-after the federal cutbacks--family cases actually decreased by
12.5 percent while single cases grew by 31.5 percent.

puring interviews with administrators in the l6-town sample a
few pointed to those clients terminated on SSI as a contributing
factor to the increase in general assistance case loads, while
other administrators said they saw no relationship between SSI and
local assistance population growth. The increase in both SSI-Dis-
abled and State Supplement to the Disabled cases seems to bear out
the latter view. '

The 1983 income maintenance report attributes the increase in
the unemployment rate as a growth factor in general assistance.
However, program review analysis of general assistance case loads
and unemployment rates shows that there is little relationship
between the two. For example, the unemployment rate in Connecti-
cut has been steadily declining since 1981--from approximately 7
percent in 1981 to an estimated 4.6 percent for 1985--while the
general assistance population has been growing at a steady pace.
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As the time-series data for the years 1974 to 1984 indicate
in Figure II-1, case load has been increasing at a rapid rate
since 1978. Figure II-2 compares case load with unemployment over
the same 1974 to 1984 time period, It shows a trend of unemploy-
ment declining since 1980 and case load for general assistance
rising dramatically. (It is important to note that the scale on
Figure II-2 has been adjusted to allow for the comparison of
numbers of differing size.) Therefore it appears that trends in
the state's overall unemployment rate were not very good predic-
tors of increases or decreases in the general assistance case
load.

To further examine the relationship between unemployment and
case load, town data was analyzed for a single time period. In an
analysis of the l6-town sample, the ratio of a town's case 1load to
population in 1982 and 1983 was compared with each town's unem-
ployment rate for the same period. 1In the 16 towns, the
recipient~to-population ratio for 1982 and 1983 was correlated (r)
with the town's unemployment rate. For 1982, r = .21 and for 1983
r = ,22 indicating a weak association between unemployment and the
recipient ratios in the 16 towns. The 1982 unemployment rate was
correlated with the 1983 recipient ratio to measure the delayed
effects of unemployment, but the association was still very
weak~~r=2,4.

A similar comparison was made with the largest 20 towns,
where the association was somewhat stronger. For 1982 and 1983
the correlation coefficients (r) were .36 and .41. The delayed
correlation coefficient for the 1982 unemployment rate and the
1983 recipient ratio was .37.

For both the 16-town sample and 20 largest towns, the cor-
relation coefficients were not statistically significant. Based
upon this analysis, there was not a good association between
unemployment and a town's case load., This evidence, along with
state wide trends in unemployment and general assistance, leave
suspect the notion that Connecticut's overall unemployment is a
major contributing factor to case load growth.

Further analysis indicates that two more likely reasons are
population demographics and possibly client migration. Client
case load size and composition (which will be described in more
detail in a later section) as well as trends in Connecticut's
general population geem to provide a better explanation for case
load growth., Wwhile limitations in the data available preclude the
committee from determining conclusive reasons for the program's
growth, factors mentioned above merit more detailed examination.




Figure II-1. General Assistance Case Load in Connecticut 1974-1984.
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Figure II-2. General Assistance Case Load Compared with Unemployment
in Connecticut 1974-1984
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Client demographic data indicate that 33 percent of the
current general assistance population is under 24 years of age.
Thirty-four percent are between the ages of 25 and 34 for a total
of 67 percent of the general assistance population falling below
the age of 34 years.

In light of this, the general population trends in Connecti-
cut were examined. Using census data, figures were compiled for
various age groups covering the years 1960 to 1990. The analysis
showed there were substantial overall increases in the state's
population in the two age group {(15-~24 and 25-34) categories,
Coincidentally, two-thirds of the current general assistance case
load also falls within this 15 to 34 year old age group. The 15
to 24 year old age group in the state population increased by 72
percent from 1960 to 1980. According to state demographic
predictions this age group will peek at 567,143 in 1985.
Significant growth--approximately 45 percent--in the 25 to 34 year
old population also occurred during the same period. Between
1980~1990, growth of this age group is predicted to increase an
additional eight percent to 528,655. Appendix E gives a detailed
description of the population trends for all age groups from years
1960 to 1990.

Figure II-3 presents a bar chart of the two age groups, 15-24
and 24-34, that comprise the majority of general assistance
clients. The chart illustrates the population growth in each
group from 1960 to 1990. At the top of each bar is the percentage
increase or decrease for that age group over the previous year.

The 15 to 34 year old age group comprises a substantial pro-
portion of the general assistance case load. Unfortunately, his-
torical data are not available to evaluate whether there has been
a commensurate increase in general assistance cases for this
particular group since 1960. However, it is reasonable to assume
that the increase in the state population within this age group
contributes in part to the increase in general assistance case
load.

Another contributing factor to the increase may be migration
of clients to Connecticut., Client demographic data indicates that
25 percent of the current recipients have resided in the state
less than six months. Again, due.to the absence of historical
data, it cannot be determined if this percentage of newly arrived
recipients has been constant over the past decade. TIf the latter
were true, then migration to Connecticut would also be a factor in
accounting for the increase in general assistance cases.
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Figure 1I-3. Trends In Connecticut Population by Age
Group:1960~1990.
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Both reasons, growth in population under age 34 and migra-
tion, require further study. If the growth in the general popula-
tion has contributed to the increase in the case load, then fur-
ther general assistance increases may be predicted using
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population trends. Migration to Connecticut has policy implica-
tions concerning the general assistance program. Understanding
the importance of each, along with the gathering of appropriate
time-series data, would substantially improve the department's
ability to formulate program policy for general assistance.

Expenditure Growth

Along with case load growth, expenditures for general assis-
tance have also increased. In nominal dollars, costs have risen
from $12,926,544 in FY 74 to an estimated $80,980,955 for FY 84.
In constant 1974 dollars, the 1984 figure amounts to $42,847,066.
In 1974 the average monthly cost per case was $117 and stood at
$285 in 1984. Discounted for inflation, the real average monthly
figure for 1984 is $150,.

Table II-2 depicts the expenditures in the separate cate-
gories over a four-year period and as the table shows, the great-
est growth has occurred in the hospital and medical areas.

To gauge the extent of these increases and determine whether
they could be attributed to increases in the price of medical
services alone, the program review committee compared percentage
growth in the medical and hospital categoriles between AFDC and
general assistance. The results appear in Table II-3 and Figures
ITI-4 and II-5. The percentages show that for those two categories
general assistance has been growing at a much greater rate than
the AFDC rate and leads to the conclusion that the expenditure
growth cannot be attributed solely to increases in medical ex-
penses,

To ascertain whether the increases could be attributed to an
expanding general assistance case load, the committee then com-
pared per-case growth between the same two programs in both the
nonhogpital and hospital categories for the same period, FYs
81-85. The results showed that AFDC per~case growth far out-paced
general assistance growth in the hospital area: a 54 percent AFDC
growth versus a 4 percent increase in general assistance. How-—
ever, in the nonhospital medical expense area, the results indi-
cated a growth of 104 percent in general assistance compared to
18.6 for AFDC.

A problem in comparing growth in expense per case, however,
is that an AFDC case typically involves more people than a general
assistance case. The committee concluded that the best measure to
use in comparing growth was a ratio that would equalize the case
load differences,

The ratio developed uses the percentage change in the medical
expenses divided by the percentage change in the case load in the
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AFDC program and compares it with the same ratio in the General
Assistance program. The results are graphed in Figures II-6 and
II-7, and show an upward trend in the General Assistance program
in both hospital and nonhospital categories while AFDC shows a
minor decline in the two categories.

Figure I1I-4, Hospital Comparisons: AFDC v. GA.
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Figure II-5. Nonhospital Comparisons: AFDC v. GA.
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Figures II-6

and II-7.

Comparison of Increases. in Nonhospital

Between AFDC and General Assistance.
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Since committee analysis shows that medical costs and case
load growth are not the major causes for the phenomenal cost jump
in the hospital and nonhospital categories, the conclusion reached
is that the growth in expenditures can be attributed mainly to the
towns' more frequent and systematic payment of medical and hospi-
tal expenses,

This determination is further substantiated by the fact that
the greatest increases in the two categories occurred between FY
82 and FY 84. During this time, the Walton v. Maher court case
was decided and the Connecticut legislature passed Public Act
83-575 requiring equalized medical treatment and payments through-
out the state,

In summary, the growth in general assistance expenditures can
be expected to continue as the new medical assistance law becomes
fully operaticnal.

Program Comparison With Other States

The Legislative Program Review and Investigations Committee
looked at how general assistance in Connecticut compared with
programs in other states. This comparison was made by utilizing
the results of a study prepared by the Department of Health and
Human Services, published in May 1983, listing all general assis-
tance programs in existence in the United States in 1982.

The results of this survey indicate that there are very few
common characteristics in the states' programs. All states have
some form of assistance to provide for low-income individuals and
families not eligible for federally supported entitlement pro-
grams, But each state conducts its assistance plan in a different
manner. Administration, involvement of state or local govern-
ments, funding levels, eligibility criteria, forms of assistance,
residence and work requirements, and a medical component are all
program characteristics which differ from state to state,

The general assistance programs are administered and funded
by a combination of sources. Connecticut's General Assistance
program, which is largely state-funded, is administered primarily
on the town level. Only 8 percent of the states function in a
similar fashion. 1In 26 percent of the states, the General Assis-
tance program is run on a county basis; while the largest number,
44 percent, are funded and administered on a statewide basis. Ten
percent are funded and operated by towns only, 8 percent by county
and state, and only 4 percent by the county and local governments.

The duration and locality of residency are characteristics
which also differ. Fifty percent of the states are similar to
Connecticut in requiring clients to be bona fide state residents,
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Fifteen percent have county residence requirements, usually of six
months to one year. Eight percent have no requirements, four
percent require town residency, and in four percent of the states
the residency reqguirements vary throughout the state,

There is also variability in eligibility duration, the amount
of time during any particular year which an individual can remain
on the assistance program. In Connecticut, as in 62 percent of
the states, there is no limit to this duration. Other states'
durational limits include: six percent of the states where assis-
tance is granted only once in a year; four percent with one-month
assistance; four percent with two- or three-month limits; four
percent with a six-month limit; and two percent with a one~year
duration. In eight percent of the states, there is variability
within the state. More frequently, assistance has greater re-
strictions for employable people receiving aid.

The range of payments made was difficult to compare since
payments are based on state and local standards, the amount of
money budgeted, and the needs of the individual. The program
review committee therefore compared the listing of maximum pay-
ments allowed by the states for individuals and families of four
in 1982. For monthly payments to individuals, Connecticut falls
in the mid-range of maximum payments. For example, some states
claim ranges from $27 to $93 as their maximum individual payments.
States with the highest maximum payments claim ranges from $210 to
$288 as their payments to individuals. Connecticut claims maximum
payments to individuals of $156. For payments to families of
four, Connecticut falls into the higher range of maximum payments,
$559, which is similar to the AFDC payments, On the lower range
were monthly payments of $125 to $199 for the same size family.
However, many states fall in the $250 to $400 per-month range,
largely influenced by differences in rental allowances. Other
states, such as New York and Michigan, fall into a range similar
with Connecticut.

The presence of a medical program is another characteristic
that varies among states. Twenty-five percent of the states have
medical components that are comparable to those provided in Medi-
caid, although they are not part of the Medicaid program. Another
31 percent claimed to have a somewhat uniform medical program, but
services provided are more restrictive than Medicaid's.

In 12 percent of the states, the medical services are limited
to those provided by public hospitals and clinics. Emergency
services only are provided by 8 percent of the states, while,
according to the report, variable medical components are found in
12 percent of the states. Finally, in four percent of the states
they provided no medical program at all,
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The final characteristics compared are the services to the
employable population and the existence of a work program. People
who are employable may receive general assistance in 79 percent of
the states, 1In 23 percent of the states, however, there are
restrictions placed on employables such as: limiting the amount of
the grant; placing a time limit on assistance; and granting awards
depending on reasons for loss of previous job or on the condition
that dependent children are part of the assistance unit. In 56
percent of the states that grant assistance to employvables but
have less restrictive limitations, there are certain conditions
such as registration with the state employment service, weekly job
searches and participation in a work program. Connecticut falls
into this category. 1In 21 percent of the states employable people
are not eligible for assistance. Thirty-four percent cof the
states have mandatory work programs while 56 percent do not. 1In
10 percent of the states there are work programs in some but not
all of the counties or towns.

Table 1II-4 shows the comparison among Connecticut and
several states in the Northeast region.
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Table II-4.

Program Comparison with Other States.

Maximum Payment Range Medical Assistance to Work
State Administered Residency Duration Indiv. Family 4 Program Employables Program
Connecticut State-~Town State §156 $599 Statewide Yes - reglister Yes
No Limit Limited employment
service
Massachusetts State State Mo ELimit 181 366 Statewide Yes - register None
Limited
New Hampshire County-Town State 1 yr. No Limit 282 510 Varies Yes -~ register In some
, prior self Towns
support :
in town
New Jersey State-Town State No Limit 178 276 Comparabhle Yes - register Job
to Medicaid Relief
New York State State No Limit 299 563 Comparable Yes Yes
to Medicaid
Pennsylvania State State No Limit 181 445 Same as Yes, if laid Local
Transient Medicaid off job program
Needy 90 days
Rhode Island State Town No Limit 152 473 More Ex~ Yes if in DVR* Yes
tensive or w/minor
than dependents
Medicaid
vermont State State No Limit $164 $236 Limited Yes - register No

* Department of

Vocational Rehabilitation Program.

Minor dependents
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CHAPTER 111
THE STATE ROLE

The Department of Income Maintenance is responsible for
determining and assuring compliance with policy guidelines, main-
taining an up~-to-date policy manual, auditing towns, and overall
planning and forecasting for the General Assistance program. The
department also provides technical assistance to the towns on how
to run the program, maintains a client data base through its
computer operations, and reimburses the towns for approximately 90
percent of general assistance program costs.

To provide these services, the agency has a 12-person Office
of General Assistance, and relies on other sections within the de-
partment, such as budget and town audits, for administrative
support.

The 0ffice of General Assistance

Prior to 1980, technical assistance was provided to the towns
by two staff persons in the policy unit. The 0Office of General
Assistance was created in 1980 with the passage of workfare legis-
lation. The section was initially established to write regula-
tions for the Workfare program and monitor the towns' implementa-
tion of those regulations, and was staffed by one perscn. As of
August 30, 1984, 12 persons were assigned to the unit.

The director of general assistance manages the internal ad-
ministration of the office, has overall responsibility for ensur-
ing town implementation of general assistance, and reports to the
deputy commissioner of programs within income maintenance. The
director also works on proposed legislation, drafts regulation,
communicates with legislators and other section heads within the
department, and oversees implementation of new laws affecting
general assistance, In addition, the director receives and ap-
proves all reports from the towns necessary for them to receive
reimbursement.

There are two program supervisors in the 0Office of General
Assistance who work immediately under the director. The supervi-
sors directly oversee four policy consultants and assign their
workloads., 1In addition, the supervisors write regulaticns and
analyze and evaluate town operations to ensure conformity with
policy and standards. The supervisors also evaluate policy ef-
fectiveness, identify staff development needs, and recommend
appropriate strategies to meet them. In addition, the two super-
visors are supposed to maintain direct communication with the
towns, especially larger cities, to ensure the program is working
smoothly.
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The four policy consultants assigned to general assistance
form the closest link between the agency and the towns. Each
consultant is responsible for overseeing the program's operations
in one of four geographic areas in the state. The consultants
spend a significant portion of their time communicating with the
towns over the phone. One or more of them is available daily in
the central office to respond to telephone inquiries on eligi-
bility questions, policy interpretation, and other matters of
concern to the towns.

The policy consultants also make site visits to the towns to
assist administrators with problems and examine case files to en-
sure the towns are implementing correct policy and procedures.
They also conduct workshops to inform administrators of policy or
procedural changes. For example, during this audit, workshops
were held in several locations to discuss the department's compu-
ter system and common problems towns were experiencing with the
system.

In addition to these persons, support staff provide clerical
and data processing capabilities. The coordinator of the Refugee
program and a research analyst are also located in the general
assistance unit, although their role in the assistance program is
limited.

While not contained in the 0Office of General Assistance, sev-
eral other agency sections--budget, management planning, town
audits, data processing and fair hearings--provide support to the
office. A description of the last three is provided here since
their activities have a direct effect on towns' provision of
general assistance.

Town Audits

The town audit unit within the department's Office of Program
Integrity includes seven auditors who conduct town audits of gen-
eral assistance., The workload is divided among auditors based on
geographic location and town populations. The town audit program
began in the 1940's, with an annual review of the financial
aspects of the local programs. Beginning with the 1982 state
fiscal year, income maintenance auditors broadened their review to
include workfare and compliance with eligibility criteria. A town
audit currently takes from one to two days in small towns and two
to four months in the large cities.

For the workfare review, the auditors verify such items as
the town's compliance with placing the required number of clients
on workfare and proper billing of administrative costs for work-
fare as well as the accuracy of incentive grant calculations. Any
errors found in either the financial or workfare sections are
subject to departmental recoupment on a dollar-for-dollar basis,

22




The final segment of a town audit is a review of cases to en-
sure that the town is determining eligibility in accordance with
statutory and policy guidelines. Here examiners review the case
files using a check list of 21 program criteria. Elements
included in the auditor's eligibility review fall into three
categories: 1) technical (e.g., was the application signed); 2)
procedural {(e.g., did the town conduct a redetermination within
the prescribed time limit); and 3) programmatic (e.g., are the
client's assets within eligibility limits}).

The frequency of the audits changed in state FY 83. Audits
are conducted biennially and each recipient case is reviewed in
towns expending less than $50,000 on the General Assistance pro-
gram. In towns exceeding $50,000 in expenditures, annual audits
are conducted. Recipient cases are reviewed from a random sample
(approximately 97 cases) selected through a formula developed and
administered by the management planning office and results are
projected to the town's entire case load.

The department informed the towns in a July 1983 policy
transmittal notice that they would be sanctioned for errors found
in the eligibility compliance segment of the audit. The sanction,
which is actually a withholding of reimbursement, is egual to a
percentage of the money expended in noncompliance with the re-
guirements. The withholding is to be phased in--from 10 percent
of monies spent in noncompliance based on the FY 82 audit to 80
percent in the FY 86 audit,

Data Processing

Since September 1983, the Department of Income Maintenance
has maintained a client data base in its computer. While the
system has very limited capabilities to depict the general assis-
tance population over time, it can portray what the client popula-
tion looks like currently. The department collects the data based
upon information received in the initial application form {w-1250)
and the notice of action form (w-1255). (See Appendices L and M.)
Information such as the client's age, educational level, national-
ity, and length of time in state and town are all compiled and
entered into the computer system. This new system will enhance
departmental ability to determine whether a person is receiving
general assistance in more than one town simultaneously.

Fair Hearings

The fair hearings unit provides a person who has been
determined ineligible, suspended, or discontinued from general
assistance with an appeal process. The client has 10 working days
from the date he or she receives the notice of action to appeal
the decision. The first step occurs at the local level where the
town usually requests that an independent party, generally a local
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general assistance administrator from another town, serve as the
hearing officer.

The local welfare office is required to supply the client
with a detailed written decision based on the hearing., If the
person is not in agreement with the decision, he/she has 10 days
to reguest a second hearing, which is held by the fair hearings
unit of the Department of Income Maintenance. The unit consists
of 13 full-time fair hearings officers who are assigned geograph-
ically throughout the state. The officers hear appeals on all en-
titlement programs administered by the Department of Income Main-
tenance as well as two programs operated by Department of Human
Resources and three administered by the Department of Children and
Youth Services.

The following table, Table ITI-1, shows the number of general

assistance cases appealed to the state level and the decisions
rendered over a five-month period.

Table TII-1. General Assistance State-level Fair Hearings
September, 1983 - January, 1984.

Type of
Decision Sept. 83 ©Oct. 83 Nov. 83 Dec. 83 Jan., 84 Total
No decision[l] 1 2 1 4 - 8
Appellant’'s

favor 2 1 2 1 3 9
Town's favor 1 1 5 3 1 11
Split 1 - - - 1 2

TOTAL 5 4 8 8 5 30

[1] No decision means the appellant decided to abanden the
appeal, the appellant died before the case was heard, or
the unit decided it had no jurisdiction to hear the appeal.

Finally, if the person is not satisfied with the decision of
the second-level administrative hearing, the client may appeal to
the Superior Court as outlined in the state's Uniform Administra-
tive Procedure Act.
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CHAPTER IV
THE TOWN ROLE

The major responsibility for administering general assis-
tance--accepting applications, determining eligibility in several
categories, administering workfare, and reporting to the state--
lies with the towns. Those functions are described in this sec-

tion.

Application Process

Applications for assistance are taken in the 169 towns and a
decision to grant or deny must be made within four working days.
The local welfare administrator makes the decision on whether or
not to provide assistance based upon state statutes and Department
of Income Maintenance policies. Assistance may be granted in four
major categories: 1) financial assistance; 2) medical care; 3)
hospitalization; and 4) burial.

Clients apply for general assistance in the town of their
residence; however, there is no length of residence requirement.
Every person has the right to apply for assistance and a person
cannot be refused that right. Further, only the applicant has the
authority to withdraw the application before a decision is made.

The applications used are standard forms issued by the De-
partment of Income Maintenance and are taken in an initial inter-
view at the town welfare office. 1In the initial interview, areas
covered include: 1) the applicant's reason for applying; 2) de-
tails about family composition and family member status; 3) how
the person managed prior to applying for general assistance; and
4) responsibilities of both the applicant and the town in deter-
mining eligibility.

Eligibility Determination

Local welfare officials determine the eligibility of appli-
cants as well as the amount of aid to be provided. Specific infor-
mation regarding each person requesting assistance is required in
order to determine eligibility. These items include age(s) of
applicant(s), marital status, employability, income, and whether
the client has any legally liable relatives [1] who have potential

[1] The legally liable relative requirement was altered during
the 1984 legislative session with passage of Public Act 84-159,
which eliminated the legal obligation of children to support a
parent who is less than 65 years old.
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for providing support. Also, detailed information is required
about each applicant's ownership of real and/or personal property,
such as automobiles and bank accounts, as well as the applicant's
available income. Verification of these items through birth cer-
tificates, property deeds, automobile registration and pay stubs
is also requested.

To be eligible for assistance clients must prove to the local
welfare office that: 1) their income and assets fall below the
state's minimum standards; 2) they do not have legally liable
relatives who could provide assistance; and 3)they are not eli-
gible for another state or federal program such as Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC), Supplemental Security Income
(881), veteran's benefits, or unemployment compensation.

Examples of persons gualified for general assistance include:
those ineligible for unemployment compensation because they did
not work long enough or whose unemployment benefits have run out;
those who are awaiting an eligibility determination from a federal
or state program; or those who may have found employment but who
have not yet been paid.

The decision to grant or deny assistance must be in writing
and must include specific reasons for the decision. 1If the appli=~
cation is approved, the decision must include the amount of assi-
stance to be provided and, if denied, must inform the applicant of
his or her right to a hearing.

When assistance is approved, it must be provided within five
working days of the client's initial contact with the welfare of-
fice, except in cases of emergency when aid must be given immedi-
ately. A diagram of the application process is provided in Figure
Iv-1.

Aid is given to individuals (without dependent children)
based on a state standard for food, personal incidentals, shelter,
etc,, with the amount allotted for shelter dependent upon the area
of the state. The state reimburses approximately 90 percent of
the money provided up to the state standard set in the policy
manual, Towns may provide assistance for less than the state
standard depending upon the individual's circumstances. If the
case includes dependent children or a pregnant woman, the town
pays on a flat-grant basis. Towns may pay above the standard for
rent if approval is granted by the department.

Categories of Assistance

While the vast majority of general assistance clients qualify
for both financial and medical assistance, services may be
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provided in separate categories for other clients not eligible for
both services. These components are described here.

Medical. While medical services have always been mandated as
part of general assistance, until 1983 there were no specific re-
gquirements for what that component must include. However, with
the passage of Public Act 83-575, the state required that each
town be responsible tor payment in 11 medical service categories.

Most clients who qualify for financial aid under the general
assistance program are also eligible for medical assistance. 1In
certain rare cases, however, a person may receive only financial
aid, having medical services covered through another source.
Also, a person may qualify for medical-only assistance if he/she
cannot pay a medical bill over a two-year period, and also meets
income standards for the medical-only category, as set forth in
regulation,

Hospitalization. Until April 1984, if a person were hospi-
talized and unable to pay the bill, the hospital could make a re-
ferral, within seven days of the beginning of treatment, to have
the town where the client resided investigate and determine
whether the person were eligible to have the hospital bill paid by
the town. However, pursuant to P,A. 83-575, mandating the new
Medical Assistance program, hospitals {along with other medical
providers or the client's family) now have 60 days to file an
application on behalf of the client in order to have the services
paid. Approximately 90 percent of the amount spent by towns for
services in both the medical-only and hospital categories are
reimbursed by the state.

Burial services. Towns are also required to provide burial
services under the General Assistance program. If a town resident
dies and does not leave a sufficient estate, or has no legally li-
able relatives, the cost of the funeral must be paid by the town.
However, the town's financial responsibility, which is 90 percent
reimbursable by the state, must not exceed the statutory limit of
$600.

Client Monitoring

Once a person has been initially determined eligible the town
has a responsibility to ensure that while the client receives as-
sistance, his/her eligibility status does not change. Towns em-
ploy several methods to confirm the client's continuing eligibil-
ity. A new application is necessary when assistance has not been
given in over 60 days, and when clients have received assistance
for more than 12 months, 1In addition, clients receiving general
assistance must have their applications reviewed and eligibility
redetermined every 60 days. Almost universally, towns require
clients to pick up their assistance checks in person {weekly,
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bimonthly, or monthly depending on the town) and briefly interview
the recipients to verify that their eligibility has not changed.

The towns must require recipients determined to be employable
to: 1) register for work with the Connecticut State Employment
Service: and 2) conduct a weekly job search., Refusal to register
for work or to accept a bona fide employment offer results in
assistance being denied or discontinued. Minor children and an
unemployable second parent are not discontinued if the employable
recipient is denied aid.

It is also the town's responsibility to make sure that those
clients who have pending eligibility determinations for a federal
or state program actually apply to the appropriate office., 1In
some more isolated towns this may mean providing transportation to
the nearest district office.

Workfare

Although many towns had work programs prior to 1980, with the
passage of Public Act 80-395 in 1980, all towns were mandated to
establish a work program that includes work, work training, or
work readiness experience, Employable persons receiving support
from the towns are required to participate in a work program as-
signed by the town public welfare officials or in an education or
training program approved by the labor commissioner. A town must
place two-thirds of its employable clients at work sites in order
to be in compliance with the law.

To be determined unemployable, a person must be: age 65 or
older; required to care for an incapacitated family member or a
child under 6 years o01d in the home; a full-time high school stu-
dent; physically incapacitated as verified in writing by a physi-
cian; or a person who has failed in the work program before be-
cause of a substantiated continuing problem with alcohol and drug
abuse,

Under the Workfare program, employable recipients may be
assigned to jobs in state or town government offices, non-profit
agencies and institutions, or in job training programs sponsored
by public agencies or private employers. Remedial education
programs may also be utilized as workfare sites.

For each client participating in workfare, a town receives
100 percent reimbursement and a $35 administrative fee from the
state. In addition, each workfare participant who wishes may work
extra hours for a "work incentive" of up to $10 a week, which is
not deducted from his/her assistance amount., The work incentive
amounts are also reimbursed by the state.
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Applicants failing to participate in the Workfare program are
either suspended--for 30, 60, or 90 days depending on the number
of occurrences-~-or denied assistance. A person is allowed to
request a workfare placement once during each period of suspen-
sion. Prior to 1984 and the passage of P.A. 84-168, however, each
participant on workfare could ask for an unlimited number of
workfare assignments, even while on suspension.

Reporting

In order for towns to be reimbursed for general assistance
expenses, they must file a number of forms and reports with the
state's Department of Income Maintenance.,

As previously mentioned, towns must send a copy of the ini=-
tial application (W-1250) and the notice of action (W-1255) to the
state for its computer client-based data system. The towns then
must submit a new W-1255 form each time there is a change in the
client's status, such as an increase in assistance amount. IE
there is an error in any of 10 critical fields, (e.g., case worker
or case numbers) or either the W-1250 or W-1255, the form is
rejected and sent back to the town for correction.

The towns must also submit two monthly reports., The first
provides monthly information on general assistance expenditures
and case loads, and is reported on form W-675.

Second, in order for the Department of Income Maintenance to
determine whether the towns are meeting their workfare quotas,
each municipality must submit a monthly categorization list
(W-1278) dividing its case load into employable or unemployable
classifications. Accompanying this is form W-1249, which outlines
the administrative costs necessary to implement workfare.

The towns must also file a guarterly request for reimburse-
ment form (W-530) which separates the case load intc several ex-
penditure categories and specifies the reimbursement amount re-
guested from the state.

Finally, each town is also statutorily mandated to submit an
annual workplan on January 1, outlining how the municipality will
implement the Workfare program for the upcoming year. The report
includes the name and location of each work site and the number of
clients each site will take. Except for the annual workplan, the
towns use standard forms provided by the department for each
report. The time necessary to complete these reports is fairly
consistent, even among towns of varying sizes. In the staff
profile survey, staff responding in the all-towns survey answered
that they spend 14 percent of their time completing state reports
while staff in the 20-town sample stated they spend 11 percent.
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CHAPTER V
PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation of the General Assistance program in Connecticut
was examined using a variety of resources. In-depth interviews of
administrators from the l6-town sample were conducted, a survey of
all 169 towns was distributed, and a questionnaire on general assis-
tance policy was administered., 1In addition, extensive data were
gathered on the lé6-town sample and the 20 towns with the greatest
percentages of the state's general assistance case load.

From interviews with local officials the Legislative Program
Review and Investigations Committee found that the administration of
the program varies from town to town. The structured interviews
provided information in seven basic areas: 1) staff assignments; 2)
tasks performed; 3) application processes; 4) methods of verifica-
tion; 5) interpretation of policy and procedures; 6) methods of
payments; and 7) case load size and composition., This information
was supplemented by surveys and Department of Income Maintenance
data.

Staff Assignments

The type of staff assigned to administer general assistance
depends upon the size of a town's case load. General assistance
workers in small towns tend to be generalists executing all parts of
the program. 1In larger towns, staff specialization is evident.
Workers are responsible for either intake, ongoing income
maintenance, workfare, medical cases, or hospital referrals. 1In
some towns, workers are assigned specific cases to handle, while in
other towns cases are handled by any available worker.

In the staff profile survey of all 169 towns,to which 150 towns
responded, the committee found that 795 individuals are employed to
carry out the General Assistance program. (See Appendix F.) There
are 598 full-time and 187 part-time positions. The staff can be
further broken down according to position category as shown in Table
V-1 below.

As the table shows, three-fourths of the staff are full-time.
(For a breakdown of staff for the l6-town sample and largest 20
towns, see Appendices G and F.}

The survey also provides information on the length of service
and educational level of the staff. In terms of length of service,
14 percent of all staff have been on the job less than 1 year, 20
percent have been employed 1-2 years, 30 percent have been working
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Table V-1. Staff Breakdown -- Percentage by Position

Position Category Full-time Part-time Vacant
Administrator 61% 38% 13
Eligibility Technical/Caseworker 83% 15% 2%
Auditor 74% 23% 3%
Job Training/Workfare 74% 26% 0%
Clerical 74% 26% 0%
Percent of Total 75% 24% 1%

for 2 to 5 years, 23 percent for 5 to 10 years and 13 percent over
10 years. Thus, 66 percent of the staff administering general
assistance have more than 2 years' experience.

The survey also indicates that the staff has a fairly high
level of formal education. Fifty-six percent of the staff have at
least a bachelor's degree. Only 2 percent have less than a high
school diploma, 26 percent have a high school diploma, and 17 per-
cent have some college.

An overwhelming majority of the staff (96 percent) comes to the
job with some previous experience. Most workers have a social ser-
vice (30 percent) or clerical (30 percent) background. oOnly 14
percent have no previous relevant experience,

While staff administering general assistance has a fairly high
level of education and experience, salary levels are low. Eighty-
one percent of the staff surveyed earn less than $20, 000 a year.
Table V-2 provides a breakdown of salary levels.

Table V-2, Staff Salary Levels.

Salary Staff Percent of Total
$10,000 or less 152 19%
$10,001 to $15,000 248 32%
$15,001 to $20,000 238 30%
$20,001 to $25,000 76 10%
$25,001 to $30,000 44 6%

Over 530,000 25 3%
Total 783 100%
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Tasks Performed

During interviews, program review staff asked towns to des-
cribe the major tasks performed in implementing general assis-
tance. While no two towns administer the program exactly alike,
there are enough similarities to describe typical operating
procedures. Generally, administrators handle difficult types of
cases, such as hospital cases, as well as run the town offices.
Administrators are usually responsible for submitting program and
reimbursement forms to the state., Caseworkers interview clients,
maintain client records, and ensure the client complies with
program reguirements. Many caseworkers use check lists of the
documentation needed by clients to determine eligibility. Most
offices have clerical staff to handle bookkeeping, secretarial
services, and the scheduling of clients.

Besides performing tasks related to general assistance, some
of the workers interviewed also serve as selectmen, youth offi-
cers, tax collectors, family counselors, or social services admin-
istrators. Depending upon the size of the town's general assis-
tance case load, tasks may be performed by one or two persons in
small towns, while several individuals perform the same function
in large towns.

Application Process

The application process also varies somewhat from town to
town, but most towns generally follow the procedures described by
the Department of Income Maintenance policy. Local welfare offi-
ces are open anywhere from 16 to 40 hours a week. 1In some smail
towns where there is part-time coverage, though, the worker may be
on 24-hour call. Most towns have a single office where applica-
tions are taken, but a few large cities have regional sub-offices
to process clients.

In most towns, clients are scheduled for interviews upon
contacting the office, and assistance is often granted immediately
following an application. Delays in granting assistance generally
occur when the client does not have proper documentation. Once
assistance has been granted many towns will re-examine, through a
short interview, the client's circumstances when he or she comes
in to pick up the funds. Formal redeterminations of eligibility
occur every 60 days.

In Hartford, three weeks' worth of assistance is granted
immediately upon determining eligibility. According to Hartford
officials, 99 percent of those applying leave the office with
financial aid, excluding rent. A client is also scheduled for an
interview with a caseworker at which time he or she will be assig-
ned to a work site if determined to be employable., Hartford is
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one of the towns that has sub-offices in various neighborhoods
with workers having individual case loads,

In the survey of all towns, those responding indicated that
25 percent of their time was spent taking applications for general
assistance. Determining initial and continuing eligibility for
general assistance and verifying collateral sources consumed 17
percent of the time. Other time-consuming tasks were assessing
clients' needs (15 percent) and completing reports required by the
state.

Methods of verification

Verification of documentation supplied by the applicant is
done to some degree by the towns. However, the program review
committee found there was little consistency in what and how
documents are verified. Individual towns tend to verify documents
each believe to be important in determining eligibility. 1In
addition, the decision to verify information supplied by the
client is dependent upon how trustworthy a client seems to a
caseworker, or how busy a caseworker happens to be. The methods
of verification also vary depending upon the availability of
collateral sources and ease in obtaining substantiating informa-
tion.

For instance, some towns verify whether or not an applicant
owns a motor vehicle by contacting the local police department,
while other towns contact the local motor vehicle department
office. In most cases, however, no check for a motor vehicle is
made,

Almost all towns verify rent by having the landlord affirm in
writing the amount to be paid. A check to confirm an individual's
unemployment records or registration with the Connecticut State
Employment Services is rarely done. Bank accounts are also seldom
substantiated, unless there is some reason to believe the client
is presenting false information.

Interpretation of Policy and Procedures

In addition to the diversity in the application and eligibi-
lity verification processes, the sample 16 towns also differ in
policy and procedures interpretation. The absence in the depart-
ment's policy manual of clear methods for towns to compute compli-
cated benefits is evident in local practices,

In assessing local staff's knowledge of written policies and
procedures, a questionnaire was administered to the workers in the
l16-town sample., The guestionnaire was pretested in two towns, not
part of the sample by staff in the 0Office of General Assistance.
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While not designed to test comprehensive knowledge of the
General Assistance program, 33 guestions were developed to evalu-
ate knowledge in the following five categories: medical benefits;
workfare; eligibility determination; assets; and burial.

Workers were allowed to consult policy manuals, and use
calculateors and a calendar during the administration of the policy
questionnaire. They were not, however, allowed to consult with
each other or supervisors, a practice fregquently used by workers
when making eligibility determinations or computations, Neither
were they allowed to call the policy consultants in the Department
of Income Maintenance central office, a practice often used by
workers in small towns for solutions to problems not routinely
encountered. Workers having no responsibility in a particular
program were not scored on questions in that area.

The average score for all 16 towns was 68 percent; although
there was almost no difference in the totals between large and
small municipalities, there were variations in the categories of
correct results. (See Appendix C for correct answers and Appendix
B for the percentages for each gquestion.) A higher percentage of
correct answers also was obtained for those functions staff per-
form most frequently such as eligibility determination, or where
there has been recent training such as for the workfare program.
Workfare guestions received an average score of 71 percent. A
lower frequency of correct answers was found in the categories
regarding burials (52 percent), suspension due to assets (52
percent), and medical benefits (69 percent).

Inconsistencies were found within the program categories and
between large and small towns, For example, although answers
given to the eligibility determination questions resulted in an
average score of 71 percent, workers scored an average of 47
percent and 52 percent on two of the questions related to the
amount of time a town has to make a determination of eligibility
or release a payment, Further, while scores were low for the
burial category, 91 percent of the workers were correct in their
knowledge about allowances for financing transportation for a
burial.

There were other differences between the large and small
towns. Although all had difficulty in the area of determining how
the addition of assets affected a person already on general assis-
tance and in computing payments for funerals, the workers in the
small towns had more difficulty answering guestions regarding the
length of time the town has to determine eligibility or release
payment. This is not as great a problem as it might seem because
most towns determine eligibility and release the first payment on
the day the client applies for assistance. It does, though, have
implications for complicated cases that cannot be determined on
the same day.
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The staff in larger towns had more incorrect answers to
questions related to incentive payments for workfare and punitive
actions taken during workfare penalty suspension periods.

Overall, the guestions most frequently answered incorrectly
included: a) determining the residency for payment of medical
bills; b) determining the number of days the town has to act on
an application and release money to the recipient; c¢) computing
payments for burials, especially when relatives and friends are
willing to provide partial payment; and d) determining suspen-
sion, reinstatement, and medical coverage for recipients who
acquire assets while on assistance,

The questions most freguently answered correctly included:
a) the number of days a hospital has to make an application to a
town for medical benefits; b) medical coverage during workfare
suspension; c¢) computation of workfare and incentive hours; d)
determination of eligibility for workfare and coverage of medicaid
for pregnant recipients; and e) determining transportation costs
for burials.

The results of the policy guestionnaire indicate that workers
do not find the policy manual a useful tool in administering
general assistance. The scores also point to a need for the
Department of Income Maintenance to provide additional training to
local staff in all program areas.

Methods of Payment

Towns make payments to recipients in basically three ways:
by client payment in cash or by check; by voucher; or by direct
billing from a provider. Some towns will pay for all needs by
voucher, some by check, and some use a combination of both. The
program review committee found towns frequently paying rent by
voucher and giving cash for basic necessities. Health care pro-
viders send medical and hospital bills directly to the local
welfare office.

While the method of payment varies in a limited way, inter-
views with town welfare administrators indicate that payment
decisions differ significantly. Towns have numerous options in
providing for basic and special needs, The payment matrix in
Table V-3 gives only a partial listing of all categories available
on which local administrators must make assistance decisions. Not
all towns in the l6-town sample opt to pay for each, while payment
in some areas depends upon the client's circumstances.

It is apparent there are inconsistencies in both what the
towns pay for in terms of client needs as well as the amount
granted to each recipient. To assess the magnitude of these
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differences, the program review committee studied the average
monthly payments to clients.

Several measures were used to compare per-case and per-
recipient payments among the l6-town sample and the largest 20
towns ({computed according to their aggregate share of the total
general assistance case load.) Table v-4 identifies each measure
and its attributes.

Table Vv-4. Cost Per Case/Recipient Measures.

Measure Attributes

Average Monthly Total Cost Per Casel[l] Total Expenditure for GA

(TCPC82/TCPC83) _ /Total Recipients
' /12
Average Monthly Financial Assis- = Total
tance Only Cost Per Casel2] Financial Assistance Only
{ FOCPC82/FOCPC83) Expenditures/Total
Caseload/12

Average Monthly Total Cost - = Total G.A. Expenditures
Per Recipient][3] /Total Recipients/12
(TCPR82/TCPR83)
Average Monthly Total Financial = Total Financial Only
Only Cost Per Recipient{3] Expenditures/Total
(FOCPR82/FOCPRS3)
Average Monthly Cost Per
Single Case{3] = G.,A. Funds Expended For
( AMCPSC82/AMCPSC83) Single Case Only/

Single Cases/12

[1] A case may include more than one person,

[2] Exclusive of all other payment types such as medical,
burial, and hospital,

31 A single person.

These five measures of payments for general assistance re-
flect various ways of comparing expenditures by Connecticut towns,
The measures and their payment components are found in Table V-5
for the 20 largest towns and in Table V-6 for the 16-town sample.
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The first measure, TCPC82/TCPC83, shows a range from $355 for
Greenwich to $109 for Bristel, a difference of 8246 for 1982. In
1983, Greenwich remained the highest at $320, with Norwalk the
lowest at $123. A similar range existed for our l6-town sample.

In 1983, Torrington paid an average total cost per case
(TCPC83) of $85 while Hartford had an average payment of $314, a
difference of $229. Because this measure includes all types of
general assistance payments--basic needs, medical care, hospi-
talization, and burial--an attempt was made to refine the measure
by limiting it to payments for basic financial needs only.

A refined cost-per-case figure was arrived at by using only
funds expended for financial need. That figure, FOCPC82/FOCP(C83,
also exhibits a range in payments, though not as extreme as that
of the first measure, In the largest 20 towns, FOCPC82/FOCPCS83
was as low as $108 and $90 for each year respectively. It reached
a high in those two years of $215 and $227, a difference of $107
for 1982 and $137 for 1983. 1In the 1l6-town sample, the difference
between the lowest and highest average monthly payment was $141
for 1982 and $153 for 1983.

A limitation encountered with this particular measure is the
fact that a town with a higher ratio of family cases to total
cases could expect to have a higher average cost per case because
family cases would be more expensive than single cases. (More
than one individual receives assistance in family cases.) To
control for this, two additional measures were used.

The two measures, average monthly total financial-only cost
per recipient (FOCPR82/FOCPR83) and average monthly cost per -
single case (AMCPSC82/AMCPSC83), isolate cost for a single indivi-
dual. The first measure, FOCPR82/FOCPR83, is found by dividing all
individual recipients into the total financial needs expenditures.
Again, this measure may be influenced by the proportion of family
cases a town may have. However, like the other measures, this one
also shows variability.

The second measure, average monthly cost per single case for
1982 and 1983 (AMCPSC82/AMCPSCS83), is computed by taking only the
figure expended for basic financial need on single cases, cases
with only one recipient, and dividing it by the number of single
cases. This measure eliminates both the problem of towns with a
high ratio of family cases to single cases and the problem of
including other types of payments, such as burial, medical, and
hospital, over which a town may have little control. This measure
represents cases that are similar in most every respect. As found
in all other measures, variability continues to exist,
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Table V-5.

General Assistance:

16 Town Sample Cost per (Case

Recipient (Ranked by AMCPSC82 and AMCPSC83).

& Cost per

TOWN

THOMASTON
MERIDEN
ENFIELD
TORRINGTON
DERBY
WINDHAM
OLD SAYBROOK
NEWTOWN
MONTVILLE
NEW LONDON
ELLINGTON
BROOKLYN
BRIDGEPORT
VERNON
MIDDLETOWKN
HARTFORD

TOWN

MONTVILLE
DERBY
NEWTOWN
ENFIELD
WINDHAM
TORRINGTON
MERIDEN
NEW LONDON
THOMASTON
OLD SAYBROOK
ELLINGTON
BROOKLYN
BRIDGEPORT
VERNON
MIDDLETOWN
HARTFORD

TCPC82

$146.15
$150.18
$131.93
$128.30
$132.21
$396.30

$63.41
$193.73
$214.81
$180.66
$176.22
$§225.46
$224.86
$192.07
$260.33

TCPR82

$107.63
$70.30
$114.13
$75.09
$79.33
$92.52
$89.56
$134.97

$198.15
$120.44
$112.37
$167.07
$135.85
$154.18
$207.63

Ranked By AMCPSCS82

TCPCS83

$190.93
$170.69
$172.14

$85.36
$154.23
$174.29
$256.15
$136.23
$184.22
$143.90
$141.06
$242.88
$245.59
$252.84
$308.00
$421.45

FOCPC82

$131.52
$138.67

$99,46
$101.03
$108.38
$171.60

$58.41
$107.27
$127.70
$140.49
$135.73
$194.91
$158.43
$154.08
$199,90

FOCPC83

$154.81
$154.97
$162.21

$74.08
$140.84
$125.04
$174.05
$127.65
$126.99
$100.84
$112.99
$212.32
$205.29
$201.36
$227.10
$217.46

Ranked By AMCPSCS3

TCPR83

$106.65
$84.83
$77.00
$86.07
$110.19
$65.28
$114.37
$90.57
$106.07
$149.42
$96.18
$135.32
$190.39
$145.93
$268.77
$347.80

FOCPR82

$59.59
$§55.36
$105.13
$69.33
$65.03
$69.75
$80.60
$80.24

$85.80
$93.66
$86.55
$144.43
$95.72
$123.69
$159.43

FOCPR83

$73.52
$77.46
$72.15
$81.10
$79.05
$56.65
$103.84
$63.47
$86.00
$101.53
$77.04
$118.29
$159.15
$116.22
$198.17
$179.46

AMCPSC82

$98.48
$107.39
$113.31
$113.61
$113.90
$132.06
$135.32
$136.44
$138.59
$140.64
$153.15
$170.07
$189.64
$195.16
$199.10

AMCPSC82

$136.44
$113.61
$135.32
$107.39
$113.90
$113.31

$98.48
$138.59

$132.06
$140.64
$153.15
$170.07
$189.64
$195.16
$199.10

AMCPSCSE3

$157.10
$143.69
$124.63
$138.21
$123.18
$131.46
$160.23
$123.49
$119.95
$156.62
$167.11
$172.03
$178.67
$196.67
$204.23
$209.64

AMCPSCS83

$119.95
$123.18
$123.49
$124.63
$§131.46
$138.21
$143.69
$156.62
$157.10
$160.23
$167.11
$172.03
$178.67
$196.67
$204.23
$209.64
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Table V-6,

General Assistance:

Recipient (Ranked by AMCPSC82 and AMCPSC83)

Top 20 Towns Cost per Case & Cost per

TOWN

GROTON
MERIDEN
WINDHAM
WEST HAVEN
NEW BRITAIN
WATERBURY
KILLINGLY
STAMFORD
MANCHESTER
NEW LONDON
DANBURY
BRISTOL
EAST HARTFORD
NORWICH
BRIDGEPORT
GREENWICH
NORWALK
NEW HAVEN
MIDDLETOWN
HARTFORD

TOWN

KILLINGLY
GROTON

NEW BRITAIN
WEST HAVEN
WINDHAM
MANCHESTER
MERIDEN
WATERBURY
NEW LONDON
NORWICH
EAST HARTFORD
DANBURY
BRISTOL
STAMFORD
GREENWICH
BRIDGEPORT
NEW HAVEN
NORWALK
MIDDLETOWN
HARTFORD

TCPC82

$180.09
$146.15
$§132.21
$121.88
$§185.59
$153.92
$144.37
$152.07
$177.71
$214.81
$159.87
$109.24
$168.09
$196.70
$225.46
$355.35
$263.07
$259.22
$192.07
$260.33

TCPRE2

$86.74
$122.90
$131.23

$77.56

$79.33
$116.15

$89.56
$113.25
$134.97
$135.09
$123.36

$96.36

$78.55
$114.53
$211.29
$167.07
$172.70
$165.01
$154.18
$207.63

Ranked By AMCPSC82

TCPC83

$173.42
$170.69
$174.29
$129.72
$178.02
$179.19
$170.42
$202.26
$245.41
$143.90
$182.62
$168.26
$192.62
5$208.80
$245.59
$320.75
$123.05
$221.66
$308.00
$314.98

Ranked
TCPR83

$116.36
$112.37
$132.71

$87.57
$110.19
$179.64
$114.37
$115.55

$90.57
$122.40
$143.49
$105.21
$132.36
$151.24
$190.18
$190.39
$184.63

$80.03
$268.77
$259.94

FOCPC82

$114.25
$131.52
$108.38
$104.51
$153.66
$123.53
$122.61
$127.71
$127.62
$127.70
$137.64
$104.07
$146.71
$170.60
$194.91
$167.01
$215.44
$196.99
$154.08
$199.90

FOCPC83

$122.42
$154.97
$125.04
$112.44
$149.61
$130.80
$150.35
$158.59
$152.05
$100.84
5158.23
$117.88
$163.99
$168.48
$205.29
$181.86

$90.22
$199.36
$227.10
$217.46

By AMCPSC83

FOCPR82

$73.66
$77.97
$108.65
$66.50
$65.03
$83.41
$80.60
$90.89
$80.24
$117.16
$107.67
$82.96
$74.84
$96.19
$99.30
$144.43
$131.24
$135.13
$123.69
$159.43

FOCPRE3

$102.66
$79.32
$111.53
$75.91
$79.05
$111.31
$103.84
$84.35
$63.47
$98.76
$122.17
$91.15
$92.73
$118.58
$107.83
$159.15
$166.05
$58.68
$198.17
$179.46

AMCPSC82

$82.88

$98.48
$113.90
$116.79
$117.23
$126.73
$128.56
$130.05
$132.99
$138.59
$153.89
$157.25
$168.30
$168.54
$170.07
$171.00
$178.10
$178.31
$195.16
$199.10

AMCPSC82

$128.56

$82.88
$117.23
$116.79
$113.90
$132.99

$98.48
5126.73
$138.59
$168.54
$168.30
$153.89
$157.25
$130.05
$171.00
$170.07
$178.31
$178.10
$195.16
$199.10

AMCPSC83

$112.13
$143.69
$131.46
$123.42
$115.38
$153.34
$111.91
$165.56
$143.47
$156.62
$162.,10
$164.81
$158.98
$156.69
$178.67
$171.72
$203.39
$185.49
$204.23
$209.64

AMCPSC83

$111.91
$112.13
$115.38
$123.42
8131.46
$143.47
$143.69
$153.34
$156.62
$156.69
$158.98
$162.10
$164.81
$165.56
$171.72
$178.67
$185.49
$203.39
$204.23
$209.64
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Using this measure, for the largest 20 towns, as illustrated
in Table V-6, there is a range of $82.88 to $199.10 for 1982, The
average payment is $146.29 with a standard deviation of $32.29,
which means approximately two-thirds of the towns' average pay-
ments range from $114.00 to $178.58. For 1983, the range was
$111.91 to $209.64, a difference of $98.73, a somewhat narrower
range than for 1982. The average payment was $157.10 with a
standard deviation of $29.00; thus, in 1982, 68 percent of towns
paid on average between $128.10 and $186.10, a difference of $58.

Similar variability can also be found in the lé6-town sample.

For 1982, the range of payments was from $98.48 to $199.10 and for
1983, it was from $119.95 to $209.64. The average payment for
1982 was $142.45 with a standard deviation of $32.69. 1In this
case more than two-thirds of the towns fell within a payment range
of $109.76 to $175.14. For 1983, the average payment was $156.68
with a standard deviation of $29.72. Again, two-thirds of the
towns fell within a payment range of $126.96 to $186.40.

The analysis shows that payments to recipients are not equal
in Connecticut towns and that the variation is due to the numerous
possibilities that make up payment decisions.

Case Load 8ize and Composition

The 16 towns interviewed had case loads ranging from seven .
cases in 01d Saybrook to 6,144 cases in Hartford. These figures
represent the average monthly case load for FY 1983. Table V-7
and Table V-8 portray various case load statistics for the 1lé6-town
sample and the largest 20 towns. ({(Additional data concerning the
two town groupings can be found in Appendices I and J.) The
tables indicate that towns have a mix of family cases and single
cases.,

For instance, in 1983, 9 percent of the cases in Middletown
were family cases while in New London 32 percent of the cases were
family cases. In the 16-town sample, Middletown had the lowest
percentage of family cases with Enfield having the highest at 52
percent., This range is indicative of the differences in types of
cases found in Connecticut towns. The reasons for the range in
case mix are not entirely known, nor are the ramifications the mix
has for general assistance policy.

Client characteristics data also present an interesting
picture. Table V-9 gives a percentage breakdown for various
categories of client demographics. Of particular interest is the
length of time the c¢lient has been in a town and the state. A
dichotomy exists within the client population concerning the
amount of time spent in the state and a town before applying for
general assistance. Approximately 25 percent of the current
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General Assistance:

16 Town Sample Case Load Statistics

F F S S F

C C A A I I R

A A M M N N C

S S c C G G P

B E A A L L T

S S 5 S E E S

8 8 8 8 8 8 8

TOWN 2 3 2 3 2 3 2

1 BROOKLYN 44 39 14 13 30 26 39

2 ENFIELD 21 23 10 12 11 11 31
3 HARTFORD 5564 6144 757 1153 4807 4991 2169 2

4 NEW LONDON 328 450 107 146 221 304 301

5 TORRINGTON 54 78 13 14 41 64 36

6 WINDHAM 129 208 37 62 92 146 123

7 VERNON 58 86 17 25 41 61 55
8 BRIDGEPORT 3213 4122 517 552 2696 3570 1640 1

9 DERBY 40 44 18 16 22 28 51

10 ELLINGTON 14 i5 4 3 10 12 11

11 MERIDEN 220 329 6 71 214 258 145

12 MIDDLETOWN 232 274 33 26 199 248 90

13 MONTVILLE 25 33 10 12 15 21 30

14 NEWTOWN 8 13 1 5 7 8 3

15 OLD SAYBROOK 8 7 4 3 4 4 12

16 THOMASTON 0 10 0 3 0 7 0

Definitions:

Wk g O m

CASES82=Total
CASES83=Total
FAMCS82=Total
FAMCS83=Total

case load for 1982
case load for 1983
family cases for 1982
family cases for 1983

SINGLE8Z2=Total single cases for 1982
SINGLE83=Total single cases for 1983
FRCPTS82=Total recipients within
FRCPTS83=Total recipients within
RFCTC82=Ratio of family cases to
RFCTC83=Ratio of family cases to

family cases for 1982
family cases for 1983
total cases for 1982
total cases for 1983

N OHE "

0.31
0.47
0.13
0.32
0.24
0.28
0.29
0.16
0.45
0.28
0.02
0.14
0.40
0.05
0.50
0.00

wowonhHO"E

0.33
0.52
0.18
0.32
0.17
0.29
0.29
0.13
0.36
0.20
0.21
0.09
0.36
0.38
0.42
0.30
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Table V-8. General Assistance: Top 20 Towns Case Load Statistics

F F S s F F

C C A A I I R R R R

A A M M N N C C F 3

s S C C G G P P C C

E E A A L L T T T T

s S S ] E E s 3] C C

8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8

TOWN 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3 2 3

1 MIDDLETOWN 232 274 33 26 199 248 90 66 0.14 0.09
2 NEW HAVEN 2609 3051 214 313 2395 2738 1521 925 0.08 0.10
3 BRIDGEPORT 3213 4122 517 552 2696 3570 1640 1747 0.16 0.13
4 WATERBURY 1888 2362 300 335 1588 2027 978 1636 0.15 0.14
5 BRISTOL 192 354 40 52 152 302 115 148 0.20 0.14
6 MANCHESTER 100 112 21 17 79 95 74 58 0.21 0.15
7 NEW BRITAIN 350 454 76 74 274 380 221 229 0.21 0.16
8 STAMFORD 421 581 71 97 350 484 209 293 0.16 0.16
9 EAST HARTFORD 171 222 32 40 139 182 94 116 0.18 0.18
10 HARTFORD 5564 6144 757 1153 4807 4991 2169 2454 0.13 0.18
11 GREENWICH 88 134 30 27 58 107 %0 119 0.34 0.20
12 KILLINGLY 152 127 36 26 116 101 137 85 0.23 0.20
i3 MERIDEN 220 329 66 71 154 258 205 233 0.30 0.21
14 NORWICH 581 493 118 110 463 383 383 458 0.20 0,22
15 WEST HAVEN 161 160 47 39 114 121 139 116 0.29 0.24
16 DANBURY 176 212 41 52 135 160 157 208 0.23 0.24
17 NORWALK 350 493 116 139 234 354 324 404 0.33 0.28
18 WINDHAM 129 208 37 62 92 146 123 183 0.28 0.29
19 GROTON 144 173 42 54 102 119 109 148 9.29 0.31
20 NEW LONDON 328 450 107 146 221 304 301 411 0.32 0.32

Definitions:

CASES82=Total case load for 1982

CASES83=Total case load for 1983

FAMCS82=Total family cases for 1982

FAMCS83=Total family cases for 1983

SINGLE82=Total single cases for 1982

SINGLE83=Total single cases for 1983

FRCPTS82=Total recipients within family cases for 19382
FRCPTS83=Total recipients within family cases for 1983
RFCTC82=Ratio of family cases to total cases for 1982
RFCTC83=Ratio of family cases to total cases for 1983
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Table V-9. General Assistance Client Demographic Data,.
GENDER AGE EDUCATION
Average: 31.6 years Average: 10 years
Males 54% Under 24 33% 0 - 6 vears 23%
Females 46% 25 - 34 34% 9 - 11 years 35%
35 - 44 i7% 12 years 32%
45 - 54 9% 124 years 32%
54 - 64 6%
65+ 12
RACE MARITAL STATUS
American Indian .01% Never married 54%
Black 35% Married 10%
White 33% Divorced 14%
Hispanic 29% Separated 20%
Qriental .08% widowed 3%
Other 2%
FORMER OCCUPATION REASON FOR LEAVING LAST JOB
Blue Collar 48% Fired 12%
White Collar 6% Quit 32%
Farm Worker 3% Laid Off 26%
Service Worker 22% Still Employed 7%
Never Worked 21% Other 22%
TIME IN STATE TIME IN TOWN
G - 1 month 17% 0 - 1 month 23%
2 = 3 months 5% 2 - 3 months 7%
4 - 6 months 3% 4 - 6 months 4%
7 - 12 months 4% 7 - 12 months 6%
1 - 2 years 6% 1 - 2 years 6%
2 - 4 years 6% 2 - 4 years 7%
Over 4 years 61% Over 4 years 48%
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general assistance population has been in the state for less
than 6 months. ©n the other hand, 61 percent have resided in
Connecticut for more than 4 years. In fact, 48 percent of all
clients have been in the state for more than 12 years. Similar
statistics appear for the time spent in a town before applying
for general assistance.

Clients tend to be young--67 percent are under 35--and have
fairly low levels of formal education with 58 percent completing
less than 12 years of school, Clients are fairly evenly divided
between male and female . Seventy percent listed their former
occupations as either blue collar or service workers., Clients
also appear to have difficulty holding jobs with 44 percent
having either guit or been fired from their last jobs.
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CHAPTER VI
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As the analysis of general assistance indicates, the Legisla-
tive Program Review and Investigations Committee encountered seve-
ral major problems with the program's implementation., The study
points out that deficiencies exist in interpretation of the policy
manual, management of hospital referrals, staff knowledge of
general assistance policies, and payments to clients. These
findings as well as those relating to the department's weakness in
communicating with the legislature and local welfare administra-
tors, the detection of client and agency error, resource mis-—
allocation, and maintenance of appropriate eligibility criteria,
are dealt with in this chapter.

Policy Manual

Section 17-3f of the Connecticut General Statutes states in
part that the "department shall annually update a general
assistance policy manual. Such manual is to be consecutively
numbered and indexed, containing all departmental policy regula-
tions and substantive procedure."

The Policy Manual for General Assistance: Standards for
Administration and Standards of Assistance is approximately 200
pages in length, It consists of 15 topical areas and 13 appendi-
ces., This manual includes relevant statutes, program policies, a
listing of standards for granting assistance, and relevant proce-
dures. The appendices give definitions and instructions for some
of the more frequently used forms.

However, as program review analysis concluded, major problems
exist with the manual's usefulness as a tool in aiding local staff
to administer general assistance. Local staff felt the manual was
not clear, not specific enough, nor was it designed in a format
conducive to easy and frequent use. Local staff much more fre-
quently consult other personnel than use the manual.

Although the department is in the process of rewriting the
manual, it lacks a clear structure and timeline for its comple-
tion. All new policies and updates of the manual now must be
submitted as regulations through the Uniform Administrative Pro-
cedure Act (UAPA), a step that adds measurably to the promulgation
time.

Therefore, to ensure that a clearly written policy manual is

available for local welfare staff in a timely manner, the Legis-
lative Program Review and Investigations Committee recommends
that:
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The Department of Income Maintenance shall rewrite the gener-
al assistance manual by July 1, 1986. This manual shall be writ-
ten based on a standard of plain language similar to that des-—
cribed in Section 42-152 and Chapter 676a of the Connecticut
General Statutes. The manual shall include: an index for frequent
referencing and a separate section or manual describing specific
procedures to follow in order for policy to be clarified.

Quality Control

The present gquality control efforts made by the department
in the General Assistance program include audits, sporadic case
reviews conducted by the policy consultants, and identification of
the message errors made on the two statewide computerized trans-
action forms. The department presently has several sources of
data, which have the potential to provide information regarding
specific town or statewide errors or areas of problems,

General assistance procedures. The data from the general
assistance application forms (W-1250 and W-1255) are presently fed
into the centralized computer. The data include social security
numbers for each new and current applicant, which in many towns
serve as the case identification number, 1In a staff profile
survey developed by the Legislative Program Review and Investi-
gations Committee, 91 percent of the reporting towns agreed that
soclial security numbers should be crosschecked among towns to
assure that a recipient is not receiving assistance from more than
one town simultaneously. Although it is possible for the computer
to conduct this match, it is not currently being done. 1In the
AFDC program, social security numbers are matched nationally to
check for receipt of welfare in other states.

The Department of Income Maintenance policy consultants,
through their phone contacts and office visits to the towns, are
in a position to identify policy and procedural areas that are
problematic to the local staff. Although some of the issues
raised through this format are discussed in the general assistance
unit staff meetings, there is no mechanism for keeping track of
the type and frequency of the questions raised, nor identification
of consistent answers between consultants. In one situation
described to committee staff, a local welfare director had asked
the same question of three policy consultants, and received three
different answers relating to the client's eligibility. The
inconsistency in advice and the inability to identify generalized
situations could be prevented if consultants logged and routinely
analyzed questions raised and answers given to the towns.

Results from fair hearings and audits are shared with indivi-
dual towns for error correction. This information should be
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routinely analyzed to identify issues and problems that could be
rectified through training or policy and procedure clarification,

Audits. The Legislative Program Review and Investigations
Committee reviewed department audits of the 1l6-town sample and re-
viewed a sample of audited cases from three of the towns. The
review found that audits need to concentrate more on finding
client error rather than just verifying that the town has complet-
ed the necessary paperwork.

The auditors review case files for compliance with eligi-
bility criteria and check 21 areas to see if the town followed
appropriate procedures. Income maintenance auditors have four
possible determinations for each area examined: 1) no error; 2)
error; 3) not applicable; and 4) unable to determine. In review-
ing the completed audits for the 16-town sample, staff found that
most areas reviewed by the audit were determined "not applicable.”
Table VI-1 presents the findings of the committee's review,.

Table VI-1. Percentage of Audit Cases Falling Into Each Category

CATEGORIES
NE E NA UD
Percent
of Cases 24% 1% 72% 2%
Key: NE = NO Error
E = Error
NA = Not Applicable
UD = Unable to Determine

In light of the fact that 72 percent of the cases fell into
the "not applicable" category, it seems there is a need to re-
examine the audit procedures to better establish agency and client
error, A "not applicable" rate of this magnitude trivializes the
audit process.

Program review staff also found that client error was not au-
dited at all. Three major areas need to be included in the audit
and can be checked through existing state records to verify the
client's responses. The areas are: motor vehicle ownership;
unemployment compensation; and Connecticut State Employment
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Service registration. Gathering data from these sources will
provide the Department of Income Maintenance with unbiased infor-
mation concerning client error that is not currently available.
Program review staff checked 80 cases in 3 towns and found 2
clients receiving unemployment compensation while on general
assistance. The department needs a more accurate picture of
client-generated errors, and independent verification of these
areas will provide the necessary information to formulate error
rates for towns and plan appropriate remedial action.

Program review committee analysis also found that the statis-
tical methodology for choosing cases and extrapolating errors was
not clearly set forth. In fact, one town is currently challenging
the statistical basis for both choosing its audited case sample
and determining the financial penalty. Without a clearly stated
and appropriate statistical methodology it is difficult for towns
to review the basis for extrapolating errors from the sample to
the population.

Corrective action system. The data obtained from client
application forms, as described in the previous sections, should
be utilized for specific town and statewide analysis. The infor-
mation obtained from computerized crosschecks, policy guestions,
fair hearings, error messages, audits, financial reviews, and
eligibility case reviews should form the basis for a corrective
action system.

This new system, a modified version of the department's cor-
rection action panel, should look at frequently identified problem
areas and develop recommendations for rectification. The Depart-
ment of Income Maintenance's corrective action panel analyzes data
and 1s responsible for developing plans aimed at reducing errors
in the A¥FDC, food stamp, and medical programs.

Sanctions. The Department of Income Maintenance is currently
imposing financial sanctions in the form of withholding reimburse-
ment on towns found to have case errors. While the commissioner
appears to have the authority to withhold reimbursement from towns
that do not "conform to such standards" set by the department, he
does not have explicit authority to carry out a sanction program
for towns found having errors (C.G.S. Sec. 17-3a). This program
is having a major impact on towns and needs to be established as
legislative policy and implemented through the regulatory process.

To assure that a system for increasing gquality control is
developed in the General Assistance program, the Legislative Pro-
gram Review and Investigations Committee recommends the following:

In order to identify possible areas of client and agency er-
ror or implementation problems, the general assistance unit
should: conduct a periodic social security match of those on

50




general assistance in each town; document policy and procedural
questions raised via telephone and office visits by local welfare
staff; and analyze results of fair hearings and audits.

The Department of Income Maintenance shall have the statutory
authority to conduct audits of all General Assistance programs in
the towns. The audit program shall be implemented through regula-
tions and include the following functions:

® an independent verification of motor vehicle owner-
ship, unemployment compensation, and registration
with the Connecticut State Employment Service using
records at the Department of Labor and the Depart-
ment of Motor Vehicles;

® a financial review of each town's accounts;

® a selection and sampling methodology for choosing
cases to be reviewed in each town; and

® a case review of compliance with significant eligi-
bility and workfare regulations.

The Office of General Assistance should develop a system to
rectify the problems identified in the analysis of data from town
guestions, fair hearings, and audits. A corrective action system
that identifies the need for policy regulation changes, clearer
procedural explanations, and training programs should be institu-
ted.

The Department of Income Maintenance shall be given statutory
authority to implement the current program providing for sanctions
to be imposed against towns that are found in noncompliance as a
result of an audit.

Training

In outlining standards for granting general assistance,
Section 17-3a of the Connecticut General Statutes states that
"[tlhe commissioner shall inform the towns and such districts of
the standards so established and shall advise and assist them in
their application thereof." Based on this, Department of Income
Maintenance staff, particularly the policy consultants in the
general assistance office, provide consultation and training
regarding policy and procedure to town personnel,

When program review staff surveyed local welfare adminis-

trators as to their perceptions of the department's performance in
providing new local welfare officials with information and
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training, 62 percent stated that it was excellent or goecd, while
38 percent responded that the performance was falr or poor.

buring visits in the 16-town sample, program review staff observed
and heard differing accounts on the amount and depth of training
received from income maintenance.

Each town trains its staff in a different manner. Many towns
depend upon the department's policy consultants or their own
informal education for initial training and review. Frequently
officials use monthly meetings as a source for formal and informal
education, while a few larger cities have developed formalized
training programs.

However, program review data show that knowledge of general
assistance policy and procedures was and is inadequate, which
raises gquestions about the department's attention to training of
local welfare officials, During the course of the committee's
review, income maintenance recognized local training as a major
need and developed a job position in the training unit for general
assistance instruction.

In order to assure that administrators and staff in local
general assistance offices are aware of policies and procedures
for determining eligibility and financial awards, the Legislative
Program Review and Investigations Committee recommends that:

The Department of Income Maintenance shall develop a formal
training program that local welfare administrators and direct
service staff shall be required to attend. This program shall
consist of:

e a minimum of 40 hours of training for new staff and
administrators within the first six months of be-
ginning in the position:;

® twenty hours of training yearly for the current
local welfare officers, including a review of cur-
rent and new state policies; and

@ specific training sessions, which shall be held
within three months of implementation of major
policy changes.

Annual Report

Other than a report submitted to the General Assembly each
May on the Workfare program, there is no annual report issued on
general assistance. One of the most apparent problems in the Gen-
eral Assistance program is the lack of established gcals and ob-
jectives for the general assistance unit. An annual report should
be issued to the General Assembly as well as the 169 towns that
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includes a work plan containing goals, objectives, and strategies
for the upcoming year.

Further, the annual report would serve as a mechanism to uti-
lize the data developed and analyzed over the previous year's per-
iod to track trends in the program and report those to the legis-
lature and the towns.

The unit's activities over the preceding year should also be
summarized in the annual report, e.g., town site visits made, num-
ber of phone inquiries, legislation passed, and the like. This
type of report, as well as being informational, would serve as a
useful management tool, pointing out areas where the staff might
concentrate more effort.

For example, according to the staff profile survey, one area
that appears to warrant more attention 1is town visits by Depart-
ment of Income Maintenance staff. 1In response to the question on
rating the general assistance policy consultants' performance,
only 9 percent of the respondents gave a negative rating on re-
sponding to phone inguiries while 35 percent rated the consultants
negatively on making site visits to towns. If a report were
issued annually with work statistics included, a unit function
that had been neglected could be detected before becoming a major
problem.

Therefore, the program review committee recommends that:
The Department of Income Maintenance prepare and issue an annual
report to the General Assembly, each of the towns in the state,
and any member of the general public who requests it, The report
should be issued each September for the previous fiscal year, and
contain, in addition to staff and budget information, a summary of
the activities for the previous year, goals and objectives of the
unit for the upcoming year, general assistance data, and analysis
on trends in the program.

Hospital Referrals

During interviews held with local welfare officials in the
l16—town sample, one of the problems cited most frequently was
hospital referrals. The hospital and medical categories, as noted
in the Chapter 1I, have experienced the greatest growth in
expenditures,

The Medical Assistance program under general assistance is in
a period of transition. Until April 1, 1984, a hospital could
send a referral notice to the town, within seven days of beginning
treatment, requesting the patient apply for general assistance so
that the hospital could receive payment by the town., Since April
1, a new law (P.A. 83-575) has been in effect that allows the hos-
pital itself to file an application for medical assistance dir-
ectly to the town. The hospital now has 60 days to file a
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completed application; however, the town must accept an incomplete
application if reasonable attempts have been made to complete all
necessary information, as defined in regulation. Town sentiment
is that the new law will make it easier for hosgpitals to apply on
behalf of a patient.

The hospital referral process had many drawbacks. First,
many towns have enormous case backlogs; that is, those cases in
which the towns have never made eligibility determinations. For
example, the Torrington local welfare official informed program
review staff in April that the town had a two-year case backlog,.
Bridgeport has 5,000 cases currently being litigated, and the city
receives approximately 200 new cases per month. The reason for
this backlog, as indicated in Chapter 11, is because the towns,
until recently, were not paying medical and hospital cases. The
backlog in cases poses a major problem, especially for towns
already understaffed.

Second, in most towns staff has little or no expertise in
reviewing medical cases for payment, This review involves inves-
tigating an applicant's eligibility to have hospital bills paid,
often with little more than a name and address to proceed on. In
addition, towns must also determine whether the medical services
provided are covered under the assistance program.

Third, due to the tremendous backlog--for example some of the
cases in Bridgeport date back to the early 1970s —-- hospitals are
not being paid promptly, causing them to increasingly sue the
towns for payment. Further, the hospitals are winning a majority
of cases both because it is extremely difficult to determine a
client's eligibility after 10 years, and because there have been
no regulations developed to clearly determine whether a client is
qualified or not.

If the state were to determine eligibility for all hospital
referral cases, benefits would result in several areas. First,
the hospitals would only have to deal with the state rather than
169 towns. Second, the state would have access to the medical
review and medical audit units as well as the Medical Management
Information System (MMIS), making it easier to determine appro-
priate medical services for payment as well as detect cases of
fraud and abuse.

Finally, the process would be expedited considerably if the
state were to assume responsibility for these cases. The state's
required time in making determinations in similar Title XIX cases
is 60 days. This timeliness in decision-making would result in
fewer lawsuits being brought against towns because of undetermined
cases and more effective eligibility determination.

54




While the new law has not yet become operational, the commit-
tee believes that the problems of timeliness, backlog, lack of
expertise, and decentralization with the current system, could
continue under the new system. Therefore, the program review
committee recommends that the state assume responsibility for all
hospital referral cases under the General Assistance program.

The committee realizes state takeover of hospital referrals
would result in increased administrative costs to the state for
additional resources needed to handle these cases. It is dif-
ficult to determine what these administrative costs would be be-
cause the data on the number of hospital cases and time needed to
ascertain eligibility for each case is difficult to estimate.
According to Department of Income Maintenance data obtained from
the general assistance application forms, approximately 3,794
hospital referrals were granted and 12,660 were denied since
September 1983.{1]

Based on a figure of 23,840 hospital referrals (including
Hartford's cases), and assuming that an average of 88 cases can be
determined in one month, it would mean that 22.5 persons would
have to be hired to handle the case load the hospital referrals
would generate. Based on an average salary of $18,316 (excluding
fringes) for a Department of Income Maintenance eligibility tech-
nician, this would mean an increase of $412,110 in administrative
costs.[2] However, because the towns no longer would have to
perform this function, savings in time and costs should be
realized at the local level,

In addition, program costs to the state will increase if the
additional 10 percent of hospital costs now being paid for by the
town are provided by the state. Based on the FY 85 agency appro-
priation of $12,886,903 for the hospitals category, the increased
costs would total $1,288,690. However, to offset this the state
may realize some program costs savings due to better and more
timely eligibility determination, and cost-containment efforts
that could be more easily applied on a statewide basis.

1 This figure does not include Hartford's case load. During the
1984 fiscal year, Hartford accepted 2,467 inpatient referrals and
denied 2,667 others. It also accepted 634 outpatient referrals
while rejecting 1,618.

2 This figure is based on the number of cases the City of Hart-
ford's medical unit ig able to review in a month.

55




Flat Grant

Payments to clients are currently made on a needs basis ra-
ther than a single flat grant. The amount paid is based upon an
individual's financial need minus any financial resources. Finan-
cial need is determined by assessing a client's circumstances and
providing funds for various categories of goods and services out-
lined in the general assistance policy manual. As previously
indicated, towns have numerous options in providing for basic and
special needs.

Analysis of all the available payment measures has led to one
conclusion: payments to recipients are not equal in Connecticut
towns. In fact, depending upon the measures used, the variation
in payments is large.

Iin attempting to isolate the cause of variation, two possible
reasons have been explored: one, as noted earlier, 1s the nature
in which payments are made, and the second reason is related to
the difference in the cost of living in different regions of the
state. To examine whether or not a difference in payments may be
associated with differences in costs of living, program review
staff correlated a town's median income, used as a proxy for the
cost of living, with AMCPSC82/AMCPSC83 for both the largest 20
towns and l6-town sample, Although median income is not the best
indicator of an area's cost of living, it is the best currently
available, For the largest 20 towns, the correlation (r) was very
weak and not statistically significant, .017 and .045 for 1982 and
1983, respectively. For the lé6-town sample, which is perhaps more
representative of the state as a whole, there was a negative cor-
relation between AMCPSC82/AMCPSC83 and median income ({-.29 and
~-.49), This means that a higher payment is associated with a
lower cost of living (as measured by median income)., Based upon
the results from this analysis, it does not appear that the pay-
ment is based upon a town's cost of living.

The committee concluded, therefore, that the primary reason
for the variation in payments among towns is due to the way pay-
ment decisions are made. As noted earlier, there are numerous
possibilities for determining the size of a grant an individual
may receive,

The Department of Income Maintenance Policy Manual gives 20
different standards for rent depending upon town residence. There
are 6 different categories for basic needs and 11 different cate-
gories for special needs. This allows for at least 1,320 differ-
ent possible payment configurations. 1In addition, within each
category, towns may pay from nothing at all to the standard set by
the policy manual. Adding this to the 1,320 options results in an
almost infinite number of payment amounts. Each town in the state
is able to choose among these options to determine a client's
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general assistance grant. Variability 1is built into the current
system.

The range in payments to clients should be considered on
three grounds: 1) fairness; 2) giving the recipients the responsi-
bility to make decisions based upon their own needs; and 3) the
complexity of the payment system.

In the court cases of bunn v. Moore and Walton v. Maher, the
state was criticized for not providing uniform general assistance
and medical assistance services to all citizens., For example,
some towns covered certain medical procedures while others did
not. Prompted by Walton v. Maher, the medical assistance suit,
the legislature passed P.A. 83-575 in 1983, which required that
all towns provide for medical benefits as outlined in the bill.
The legislation was intended to equalize benefits for general
assistance medical care throughout the state so all clients would
be treated falrly. The current general assistance payment system
mirrors the lack of uniformity within the medical assistance sys-
tem, Clients are not being treated fairly throughout the state as
to the amount of assistance being granted and the type of benefits
being provided.

The second area in need of discussion concerns client respon-
sibility. If clients are expected to be on general assistance for
only a short pericd of time, then they will need to take control
of their lives. The current payment system fosters dependence,
not independence, by having the local welfare administrator decide
upon every aspect of a client's basic needs rather than allowing
the client to determine how the funds received are to be budgeted.

Finally, having so many different options for providing bene-
fits leads to confusion over what should or should not be provided
as well as to errors in computing an individual's basic grant.

The current payment system is complex and unwieldy making it dif-
ficult to administer on the local level,

A two-part flat-grant proposed in the following recommenda-
tion would allow for flexibility in providing necessary services,
simplify the payment system, and bring greater uniformityv to
client grants throughout the state. Therefore, the Legislative
Program Review and Investigations Committee recommends that:

The Department of Income Maintenance shall institute a
two—-part flat—-grant payment system for providing general assis-
tance to clients replacing the current system as follows:

® one part shall consist of payments for living
expenses; and
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® one part shall consist of payments for rental
expenses,

Either part may be granted on an as—needed basis, but when
granted must be granted in its entirety. Income and other avail-
able resources will continue to be subtracted from the grant.

The department shall develop a three-region weighted payment
system for the state based upon each region's cost of living. The
flat-grant shall be determined by the weighted payment system.

Towns, with the department's approval, may provide emergency
expenses for clients in need.

Administrative Waivers

Administrative walvers are usually individual exemptions to
or substitutions for a program's policies or procedures granted to
a requesting party by the body administering the program. Cur-
rently, towns are requesting the Department of Income Maintenance
to waive particular aspects of the General Assistance program.
However, while a number of exemptions has been granted in the last
two years, there is now no statutory authority for the commission-
er of income maintenance to grant such administrative waivers.
Further, there is no set procedure either in regulation or in the
policy manual concerning the granting of a waiver.[l1]

Because there is no set procedure, the granting of waivers is
inconsistent. One town might receive a waiver for a certain re-
quirement, while other towns must still conform with the policy,
and still be subject to an audit to ensure compliance. A prime
example of the type of exemption being granted is for the client
job-search reqguirement.[2] In one large city the state FY 82
Department of Income Maintenance audit showed that 31 percent of
the city's case load was in noncompliance with the program's
eligibility criteria because of a lack of job-search documenta-
tion. The following year the same city requested and received a
waiver on the job-search requirement for its workfare recipients
{a majority of its clients).

1 An exception is the procedure for administrative approval of
rent exceeding $200, which is mentioned in the policy manual.

2 Each general assistance client determined to be employable
must complete a search of three jobs per week in order to remain
eligible for assistance.
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It is the program review committee's opinion that adminis-
trative waivers should be granted only in individual cases, where
a client's circumstances prevent him or her from fully meeting the
program's requirements, and not because a municipality appears
unable to enforce the eligibility requirements for a sizable por-
tion of its c¢lients,

The current system of granting administrative waivers seems
unfair because not all towns appear aware that the possibility of
exemptions exists. In addition, this process does not appear to
meet the perceived purpose of an administrative waiver, which is
usually granted only for individual cases.

The program review committee believes that the basic eligi-
bility reqguirements should not be waived for particular towns;
requirements should either be met universally or eliminated for
all localities. Basic eligibility reqguirements may be defined as
those areas of the program subject to penalty by Department of
Income Maintenance auditors,

In addition to the granting of waivers, according to the
general assistance policy manual, "if a town has elected to pay
actual shelter expenses in excess of $200, administrative approval
must be obtained in writing from the Department of Income Mainte-
nance." However, it is not clear to program review staff whether
this is a one-time approval, or if the approval must be granted
for each individual client paying excess rent.

To ensure that all towns are made aware of the right to re-
guest an administrative waiver, and to guarantee that the waivers
be applied uniformly, the program review committee recommends the
followings

The commissioner of the Department of Income Maintenance
shall be given statutory authority to grant administrative waivers
regarding general assistance. The procedures for granting of
waivers shall be established in regulation, and such waivers shall
be case-specific and shall not apply to basic eligibility require-
ments. Further, the department shall inform all towns in writing,
on at least a quarterly basis, of all types of administrative
waivers granted for that period.

Resource Allocation

To improve the efficiency of the Department of Income Main-
tenance, resources need to be reallocated to areas were deficien-
cies have been cited. The following recommendations will improve
the implementation of general assistance by the department.

59



Timely development of regulations. General assistance
administrators have cited a lack of timeliness in the distribution
of new policies as a significant problem in their implementation
of the General Assistance program, This problem was initially
brought to the attention of the program review staff by members of
the Connecticut Assoclation of Local Administrators of General
Assistance {CALAGA) policy committee who stated there was a con-
siderable amount of time between the effective dates of new sta-
tutes and implementation by the department through policy notices.

Two methods were used to study the slow implementation of
legislation. 1In the staff profile survey, local welfare admini-
strators were asked to rate the Department of Income Maintenance
on "providing up-to-date information regarding new or revised
laws, regulations, and policies in a timely manner." The ratings
were: 43 percent excellent, 36 percent good, 19 percent fair, and
2 percent poor,

In addition, program review studied the time it took the de-
partment to develop policy from the public acts related to the
General Assistance program. The dates of the department policy
transmittal notices of the 12 public acts enacted from 1980
through 1983 were compared to the dates the public acts were to be
statutorily effective. Of the 12 acts, the average time between
the effective date and the date the policy was sent to towns was
6.3 months. The length of time for transmittal ranged from 4
policies that were transmitted on the effective date or within 2
weeks of such date, to one that took 34 months. Three sets of
proposed regulations implementing the acts are still in the pro-
cess of being written or being submitted to the regulation review
process. These include 2 sets of proposed regulations that are
now 12 months past the effective date and one that is 6.5 months
past the effective date.

State statutes mandate that the department develop and
annually update a general assistance policy manual, and that pol-
icies be adopted in regulation form. In many instances, however,
the Department of Income Maintenance policies were apparently not
considered regulations, and thus were not submitted to the regula-
tions review process, Policy is presently developed by the direc-
tor, program supervisors, and policy consultants in the general
assistance unit, all of whom have other primary Jjob duties. When
staff members work on policy development they are taking time from
other functions, Although the department's policy unit develops
policy for other units in the department, it has not done so for
general assistance in several years.

Public Acts 84-150 and 84-132, both passed in 1984, will have
significance for the timeliness of policy development. Pursuant
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to P.A. 84-150, "An Act Concerning The Department of Income Main-
tenance Policy Manual", all new department regulatory policy must
pass through the regulation-making process. Public Act 84-132,
"An Act Concerning The Timetable For Adoption Of Regulation By A
State Agency", which amends the UAPA, establishes agency deadlines
for the submission of proposed regulations.

Department of Income Maintenance staff resources do not
appear to be adequate for the timely promulgation of general
assistance regulatory policy. Therefore, either staff resources
need to be transferred from other parts of the department, or new
staff should be added to insure adequate priority for the
development of general assistance policy without other services
being adversely affected.

Staff training. The peolicy consultants in the Office of Gen-~
eral Assistance provide training to local general assistance
staff, They fulfill this role in addition to their functions as
policy interpreters. Presently, they are also being utilized for
policy development and for evaluating errors on the computerized
forms. Program review recommendations made above require a more
extensive effort be made in the development of a formal training
program. To assure that this training program is given adeguate
resources, staff must be assigned to develop and conduct it,

Research and analysis. The General Assistance program is in
need of more precise estimates of program characteristics and
client population data. There is also a need to obtain a better
understanding of client demographics, trends in case load growth,
variations in payments and benefits, and the circumstances that
lead people to seek general assistance, Basic research and analy-
sis, not merely collecting and filing data, need to be conducted
by Department of Income Maintenance staff,

To develop policy concerning general assistance, research
must be done on the client population so that problem areas can be
accurately identified and appropriate solutions applied. Without
strong efforts in analysis of general assistance, it becomes im-
possible to evaluate program effectiveness. Additional resources
must be applied to the research and analysis area if better policy
formulation is to be attained.

Consultation for job development. Since the development of
the Mandatory Work, Education and Training (Workfare) Program in
1980, a significant amount of time and staff resources of the
income maintenance's general assistance unit and the towns have
gone into the program's development.

Data from the staff profile survey indicate there are 96 town
and city staff members with job assignments related to the work-
fare program. There is a significant difference hetween the level
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of education of these staff members and the 249 staff in the
eligibility worker/caseworker classification. Forty percent of
the workfare staff have high school diplomas or less, compared to
15 percent of the eligibility technician/caseworkers. Separate
data on the education or training of workfare administrators were
not readily available. Only 3 percent of all staff in the town
welfare offices have prior work background in job development or
job training,

The policy consultants and program supervisors in the Depart-
ment of Income Maintenance General Assistance Unit are responsible
for providing consultation to the towns in the development of
workfare., In addition, the department is mandated, under Public
Act 83-535, to develop positions for the placement of 25 percent
of the employable participants in each town where there are over
180 employables. There is no staff member in the Office of
General Assistance with specialized training in job development or
able to assist with the development of job training programs in
private industry.

Organizational consultation. With the initiation of the
Workfare program, several municipalities, particularly the large-
and medium-size towns, have had to make significant organizational
changes. They have had to restructure their organizations in-
cluding job reallocation, job descriptions, and record keeping
systems in order to respond to the programmatic and statistical
reguirements of the new program.

The program supervisors and policy consultants in the general
assistance unit are supposed to provide some organizational con-
sultation, but due to other job functions this staff has to limit
the time spent in the field. It appears that the Office of Gen-
eral Assistance has not the time nor background to provide the
kind of expert consultation needed to help the towns make major
organizational changes.

Therefore, in order to assure that there are adequate staff
resources within the needed areas of expertise, the Legislative
Program Review and Investigations Committee recommends that:

The Department of Income Maintenance should allocate staff
resources with specialized skills and specified job descriptions

to enable the General Assistance program to fulfill the following
additional functions:
® timely development of regulations;

® adequate training of local welfare administrators
and staff:

62



e research and analysis of data and technical
program effectiveness;

e consultation for development of jobs and job
training programs; and

® expert organizational consultation to the adminis-~
trators of local welfare programs to facilitate
organizational change necessitated by regulatory
and statutory mandates.

Review of Eligibility Criteria

As previously cited in the administrative waiver area, one of
the most frequently granted exemptions is the job-search require-
ment, This waiver has been approved for municipalities as a whole
rather than for individual clients. For example, according to New
London's general assistance administrator, the city was granted a
waiver because city businesses complained that general assistance
clients were continually calling on their establishments seeking
jobs that did not exist,

It is the program review committee's opinion that when a
waiver is granted on such a large-scale basis it indicates a pro-
blem of workability with the policy.

Another example of a policy of questionable benefit was re-
moved as a legal reqguirement during the 1984 legislative session.
The Connecticut General Assembly eliminated the statutory oblig-
ation of children to be legally liable for parents 65 years or
younger under the Public and General Assistance programs. -

The program review committee was informed, through interviews
held with administrators in the 16 towns, that this requirement
was not cost-effective. Often towns would spend considerable time
and money pursuing legally liable relatives with little success in
either locating persons or in finding persons who were able to
assume financial responsibility for the parent.

These two examples point to the need for a thorough review of
all general assistance criteria. Therefore, the Legislative Pro-
gram Review and Investigations Committee recommends that the
Office of General Assistance should examine all general assistance
eligibility criteria and procedures, and eliminate those that are
obsolete or unworkable.
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APPENDIX A

GENERAL ASSISTANCE 16-TOWN SAMPLE

BRIDGEPORT
BROOKLYN
DERBY
ELLINGTON
ENFIELD
HARTFORD
MERIDEN
MIDDLETOWN
MONTVILLE
NEW LONDON
NEWTOWN
OLD SAYBROOK
THOMASTON
TORRINGTON
VERNON (ROCKVILLE)

WINDHAM

To obtain a geographically representative sample of the Con-
necticut towns, two were chosen from each of the state's eight
counties. The two towns were either urban/surburban, suburban/-
rural, or urban/rural in nature. An effort was also made to
obtain a range in the population-to-general-assistance-caseload
ratio among the 16 towns. The towns chosen represent approxi-
mately 60 percent of the general assistance case load.
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APPENDIX B

GENERAL ASSISTANCE POLICY SURVEY

Mr. Jones, a 58-year-old single man, was admitted to a New
Haven hospital on February 7, 1984 with ulcers. The New
Haven police brought him to the hospital after finding him in
his car, parked in a New Haven town park, At the time of his
admission, he was homeless and had been living in his car for
the previous two weeks. His last known address was a Derby
rooming house, from which he had been evicted two weeks prior
to admission.

Mr. Jones had an excellent employment history. He earned
$20,000 per year as a mechanic until a year ago when he
became depressed after his wife died. Since then he has only
worked odd jobs and has borrowed money from friends to sur-

vive.

Mr. Jones was discharged from the hospital on February 18.
Following discharge he moved in with friends in Derby. He
applied for and was granted G.A. financial assistance in that
town.

On February 14, the hospital sent a notice regarding the
hospitalization to the New Haven G.A. office. Seeking to
protect its interests because of a possible residency dis-
pute, the hospital also sent a notice to the town of Derby.
Both towns received the notices on February 15.

Neither town has paid the bill; both are being threatened
with legal action, and now must determine whether or not to
pay. The city of New Haven refuses to pay as it feels that
the bill is Derby's responsibility as the client last occu-
pied a place of abode there prior to hospitalization. Derby
is refusing to pay as that town states that Mr. Jones is
again employable and has several good prospects for jobs.
The town feels he should be able to pay the $5,600 bill over
a 36-month period.

Six months later he is still on G.A. and Workfare, He has
continuing medical needs., He needs eye glasses, dentures,
and he has bunions. He now recognizes that he is depressed
and is interested in receiving psychiatric treatment.

Did the hospital notify the towns in a timely manner?

Right 88% Wrong 11%
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If the hospital had sent the notice on February 17, 1984 and
either town had received it on the same day, how much of the
bill would the town be liable for? (Assuming that Mr. Jones
was discharged on February 18, and otherwise eligible),

Right 43% Wrong 57%
Given the diagnosis of an ulcer stated on the hospital

referral, would a Title XIX application have been
appropriate?

Right 683 Wrong 32%

Was the city of New Haven correct in denying payment based on
lack of residency?

Right 62% Wrong 38%

Assuming the town must make an immediate decision, is Derby
correct in denylng payment of the hospital bill due to the
client's employment history and future prospects?

Right 71% Wrong 29%

Assuming Mr. Jones is clearly eligible to have this bill
paid, which town is responsible for payment of Mr. Jones
hospital bill?

Right 63% Wrong 37%

Which of the following new medical needs is eligible to be
covered by the town?

outpatient psychiatric treatment
bunions

dentures

eyeglasses

Right 82% Wrong 18%
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Assuming Mr. Jones' budget is $280 per month and that he is on
the workfare program, how many hours per week should he be
working? (Assume the town credits $4 per hour.)

with incentive

Right 86% Wrong 14%

without incentive

Right 88% Wrong 12%

Mr. Gaudette, single, has been on G.A. for six months, His
monthly budget is $276, and he is paid weekly ($63.74). The
town credits workfare hours at minimum wage ($3.37 per hour).
Mr. Gaudette is required to work at least 18 3/4 hours per
week. He occasionally works additional hours (total = 21 3/4)
to receive the incentive.

Last January, Mr. Gaudette was suspended for the first time as
he missed an entire week of work without a valid excuse. The
town suspended his award, but Mr. Gaudette reguested a fair
hearing, which was held seven days from the date of his re-
quest. The town was upheld. After this suspension ended,

Mr. Gaudette subsequently returned to work and completed his
agsignment successfully until the week of April 9. While he
reported to his assignment every day, he was insubordinate
(refusing to perform certain duties for which he is physically
fit, and swearing at his site supervisor). He took several
extended coffee breaks and deliberately damaged several pieces
of town equipment. The town again suspended him. Mr. Gaud-
ette has agreed to participate in workfare during the penalty
period.

Assuming the town was correct in suspending Mr. Gaudette the
second time, how long should the suspension last?

Right 95% Wrong 5%

If he is suspended would he remain eligible for medical
assistance during suspension?

Right 97% Wrong 3%
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Is he eligible to work for the incentive if he is suspended
and conditionally reinstated?

Right 59% Wrong 41%

If, during the April penalty period, Mr. Gaudette misses a
week's work (unexcused), what action should the worker take?

Right 62% Wrong 38%

During the last two weeks of the April suspension

period Mr. Gaudette breaks a leg and is medically unable to
work for six weeks. He requests that financial assistance be
continued until his leg recovers. Would the worker be correct
in refusing to provide assistance as the client will be unable
to fulfill his workfare hours?

Right 94% Wrong 6%

On Monday, June 4, Joan who is 16 years old, requests G. A.
financial and medical assistance. She is three months preg-
nant when she completes the application for general assistance
on June 5. She has no income or assets and has quit high
school. When her parents are contacted, they agree to support
her in their home. Joan refuses to return home. DCYS has
previously found the parental home unsuitable for Joan, but
will not accept Joan for service as she has refused to accept
placement in a foster home or group home.

Joan has been seen at the prenatal clinic. The physician's
note indicates that she is in good health and is due to de-
liver on December 15. Joan has two housing alternatives.
First, she can move in with her boyfriend's family. They have
agreed to take her in and will charge $100 a month for room
and board. Or, she can move in with a girlfriend and split
the rent of $400 per month. The apartment is furnished and
utilities are not included in the rent. (This town utilizes
method 2 for payment)
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How many days does the town have to make a determination
regarding her eligibility?

Right 52% Wrong 48%

If Joan is eligible for G.A. financial assistance, what is the
effective date of eligibility?

Right 75 % Wrong 25%

If Joan had requested assistance and filed an application on
Friday, June 8, within how many days must the town release
payment?

Right 47% Wrong 53%

If Joan is eligible and chooses to live with her boyfriend's
family, what will be the amount of her award if this was
a town in your region?

Right 74% Wrong 26

What will the monthly award be if Joan decides to share the
apartment with her girlfriend?

Right 74% Wrong 26%

Assuming that Joan has a healthy pregnancy, at what point
would she no longer be required to participate in workfare?

Right 92% Wrong 8%

When would Joan become eligible for Title XIX?

Right 91% Wrong 9%

What situation would make Joan ineligible for G. A.?

Right 78% Wrong 22%
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Mary Johnson, a resident of Bridgeport, is 53 years old and
has been receiving general assistance for two years. She
resides in a small cottage that she owns. Her monthly award
was $281.03 per month. Payments were made weekly in the
amount of $64.90. Ms. Johnson has been reporting to her work-
fare site at the elderly lunch program regularly as assigned.
She was due to receive her most recent G.A. check on Friday,
March 9, 1984, covering the period of March 13 through March
19.

Three months ago, Ms. Johnson had informed the General Assis-
tance worker of a pending inheritance from an uncle. O0On Mon-
day, March 5, Ms. Johnson received the inheritance check of
$500. It was on March 9, when she came in to pick up her
weekly G.A. check that she informed the worker of the lump sum
payment. On this same date, the worker prepared a Notice of
Action (W-1255) informing the client of the action to be taken
by the town.

What should be the amount of Mary Johnson's grant for the
period covering March 13 through March 19?

Right 39% Wrong 61%

When would her payments stop?

Right 34% Wrong 66%

When would the payments resume?

Right 13% Wrong 87%

Will her medical coverage continue?

Right 62% Wrong 38%

what action, if any, should the worker have taken upon learn-
ing of Ms. Johnson's pending inheritance?

Right 72% Wrong 28%
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In determining the "spenddown" period, which does the worker
use as a basis of calculation?

Right 72% Wrong 28%

During the spenddown period, is Ms. Johnson's financial award
considered to be: suspended or discontinued

Right 68% Wrong 32%

Considering that Ms. Johnson has been participating in Work-
tare, is it required that the town place a lien on her
house?

Right 81% Wrong 19%

Mr. Eaton, who had been living alone in his own apartment,
died two weeks before his 64th birthday. He was a widower and
supported himself totally from Social Security Disability and
a small pension. His total income from these sources was $453
per month. He had many health problems and was covered by
Title XIX as well as Medicare. Mr. Eaton had made no arrange-
ments for burial and, aside from a small insurance policy with
a $200 death benefit, he had no assets.

His daughter, the sole support of her two children, claimed
that she could contribute $100 towards a funeral and burial.
Mr. Eaton's close friend, Mr. Brown, is also willing to put
$50 towards the funeral.

The town has received a properly completed bill for the funer-
al and burial. Charges totalling $920, including a transpor-
tation allowance of $15 for transporting the body from the
funeral home to the cemetery. The worker has verified that
this was a 30-mile trip.

In this case, what if any amount should the town pay towards
Mr. Baton's funeral.

Right 4% Wrong 96%

75




Is the $15 transportation cost allowable?

Right 91% Wrong 9%

If Mr. Brown's contribution was 5200, would it make a
difference in the town's contribution?

Right 59% Wrong 412
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APPENDIX C

POLICY SURVEY ANSWERS
GENERAL ASSISTANCE

Policy Survey

Mr. Jones, a 58 year old single man, was admitted to a New
Haven hospital on February 7, 1984 with ulcers. The New
Haven police brought him to the hospital after finding him in
his car, parked in a New Haven town park. At the time of his
admission, he was homeless and had been living in his car for
the previous two weeks. His last known address was a Derby
rooming house, from which he had been evicted two weeks prior
to admission.

Mr. Jones had an excellent employment history. He earned
$20,000 per year as a mechanic until a year ago when he
became depressed after his wife died. 8ince then he has only
worked odd jobs and has borrowed money from friends to
survive,

Mr. Jones was discharged from the hospital on February 18.
Following discharge he moved in with friends in Derby. He

~applied for and was granted G.A. financial assistance in that

town.

On February 14, the hospital sent a notice regarding the
hospitalization to the New Haven G.A. office. Seeking to
protect its interests because of a possible residency dis-
pute, the hospital also sent a notice to the town of Derby.
Both towns received the notices on February 15.

Neither town has paid the bill; both are being threatened
with legal action, and now must determine whether or not to
pay. The city of New Haven refuses to pay as it feels that
the bill is Derby's responsibility as the client last occu-
pied a place of abode there prior to hospitalization. Derby
is refusing to pay as that town states that Mr. Jones is
again employable and has several good prospects for jobs,
The town feels he should be able to pay the $5,600 bill over
a 36-month period.

Six months later he is still on G.A. and Workfare, He has
continuing medical needs. He needs eye glasses, dentures,
and he has bunions. He now recognizes that he is depressed
and 1is interested in receiving psychiatric treatment.
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Did the hospital notify the towns in a timely manner?

a) X Yes b) No

If the hospital had sent the notice on February 17, 1984 and
either town had received it on the same day, how much of the
bill would the town be liable for? (Assuming that Mr. Jones
was discharged on February 18, and otherwise eligible).

a) None c) Half of the bill
b) All X d) One day

Given the diagnosis of an ulcer stated on the hospital
referral, would a Title XIX application have been
appropriate?

a) Yes b) X No
Was the city of New Haven correct in denying payment based on
lack of residency?

a) Yes by X No

Assuming the town must make an immediate decision, is Derby
correct in denying payment of the hospital bill due to the
client's employment history and future prospects?

aj Yes b) X No
Assuming Mr., Jones 1is clearly eligible to have this bill

paid, which town is responsible for payment of Mr, Jones
hospital bill?

a) X New Haven b) berby c) Neither
Which of the following new medical needs is eligible to be
covered by the town?

outpatient psychiatric treatment

bunions

dentures
eyeglasses
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8.

a) none

X b) all of the above services
¢} everything except outpatient psychiatric treatment
d) only dentures and eyeglasses

Assuming Mr. Jones' budget is $280 per month and that he is on
the workfare program, how many hours per week should he be
working? (Assume the town credits $4 per hour.)

18-1/2 with incentive 74.67
4

18.67 = 18-1/2

16 without incentive §280 $64.67/wk. 64.67 = 16.17 = 16
4,33 $4

Mr. Gaudette, single, has been on G.A. for six months. His
monthly budget is $276, and he is paid weekly ($63.74). The
town credits workfare hours at minimum wage {($3.37 per hour).
Mr. Gaudette is required to work at least 18 3/4 hours per
week., He occasionally works additional hours (total = 21 3/4)
to receive the incentive,

Last January, Mr. Gaudette was suspended for the first time as
he missed an entire week of work without a valid excuse. The
town suspended his award, but Mr. Gaudette requested a fair
hearing, which was held seven days from the date of his re-
quest. The town was upheld. After this suspension ended,

Mr. Gaudette subseqguently returned to work and completed his
assignment successfully until the week of April 9. While he
reported to his assignment every day, he was insubordinate
{refusing to perform certain duties for which he is physically
fit, and swearing at his site supervisor). He took several
extended coffee breaks and deliberately damaged several pieces
of town equipment. The town again suspended him, Mr. Gaud-
ette has agreed to participate in workfare during the penalty
period.

Assuming the town was correct in suspending Mr. Gaudette the
second time, how long should the suspension last?

60 days Length of time

If he is suspended would he remain eligible for medical
assistance during suspension?

a) X Yes b No
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3. 1Is he eligible to work for the incentive if he is suspended
and conditionally reinstated?
a) X Yes b) No
4. TIf, during the April penalty period, Mr. Gaudette misses a
week's work {unexcused), what action should the worker take?
a) Discontinue
b) Increase the penalty period
c)} Issue check as usual
X d) Withhold check for that week
5. During the last two weeks of the April suspension
period Mr. Gaudette breaks a leg and is medically unable to
work for six weeks. He requests that financial assistance be
continued until his leg recovers. Would the worker be correct
in refusing to provide assistance as the client will be unable
to fulfill his workfare hours?
a) Yes b} X No
C. On Monday, June 4, Jocan who is 16 years old, requests G. A.

financial and medical assistance. She is three months preg-
nant when she completes the application for general assistance
on June 5. She has no income or assets and has gquit high
schoocl. When her parents are contacted, they agree to support
her in their home. Joan refuses to return home. DCYS has
previously found the parental home unsuitable for Joan, but
will not accept Joan for service as she has refused to accept
placement in a foster home or group home,

Joan has been seen at the prenatal clinic., The physician's
note indicates that she is in good health and is due to de-
liver on December 15. Joan has two housing alternatives.
First, she can move in with her boyfriend's family. They have
agreed to take her in and will charge $100 a month for room
and board. Or, she can move in with a girlfriend and split
the rent of $400 per month. The apartment is furnished and
utilities are not included in the rent. (This town utilizes
method 2 for payment)
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How many days does the town have to make a determination
regarding her eligibility?

calendar days
calendar days
working das

working days

Pa
O oo
U1 s Ul ke

If Joan is eligible for G.A. financial assistance, what is the
effective date of eligibility?

X a) June 4
b) June 5
c) June 7
d) June 8

If Joan had requested assistance and filed an application on
Friday, June 8, within how many days must the town release
payment?

a) 4 working days -¢) 7 calendar days
X b) 5 working days d) b5 calendar days

If Joan is eligible and chooses to live with her boyfriend's
family, what will be the amount of her award if this was
a town in your region?

Amount flat grant $277 or $335 (Region A).

What will the monthly award be if Joan decides to share the
apartment with her girlfriend?

Amount flat grant $277 or $335 {(Region A)

Assuming that Joan has a healthy pregnancy, at what point 21
would she no longer be required to participate in workfare?

a) A month before she is due
b) The beginning of third trimester
X ¢) The beginning of third trimester with pending

AFDC application
d) Until her expected date of confinement
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7. When would Joan become eligible for Title XIX?
X a) Immediately
b} At the beginning of the third trimester
c) When the child is born
8. What situation would make Joan ineligible for G. A.?
a) If she was 15 and in the same situation
X b) If DCYS considered her parent's home a suitable
place for her
¢} If she was not pregnant
d) If she was still in high school
e) If she did not have a physician's note
D. Mary Johnson, a resident of Bridgeport, is 53 years old and
has been receiving general assistance for two years. She
resides in a small cottage that she owns. Her monthly award
was $281.03 per month. Payments were made weekly in the
amount of $64.90. Ms. Johnson has been reporting to her
workfare site at the elderly lunch program regularly as assig-
ned. She was due to receive her most recent G.A. check on
Friday, March 9, 1984, covering the period of March 13 through
March 19.
Three months ago, Ms. Johnson had informed the General Assis-
tance worker of a pending inheritance from an uncle. On
Monday, March 5, Ms. Johnson received the inheritance check of
$500. It was on March 9, when she came in to pick up her
weekly G.A. check that she informed the worker of the lump sum
payment. On this same date, the worker prepared a Notice of
Action (W-1255) informing the client of the action to be taken
by the town.
1. What should be the amount of Mary Johnson's grant for the 24
period covering March 13 through March 19?2
Amount 64.90
2. When would her payments stop?

Date March 20
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3. When would the payments resume? 64.90 = 9.27 per day
7
Date May 12 54 days $500 = 53.9 days
9.27
4. Will her medical coverage continue?
a) X Yes b) No (less than 2 months)
5. What action, if any, should the worker have taken upon learn-
ing of Ms., Johnson's pending inheritance?
X a) assignment of interest
b) nothing
c) deny assistance
6. In determining the "spenddown" period, which does the worker
use as a basis of calculation?
X a) Monthly G.A. budget
b) Legally Liable Exemption Scale
c) Medical Eligibility Limits
d) Federal Poverty Standard
7. During the spenddown period, is Ms, Johnson's financial award
considered to be:
X a) Suspended
b) biscontinued
8. Considering that Ms. Johnson has been participating in Work-
fare, is it required that the town place a lien on her
house?
a) X Yes ) No
E. Mr. Eaton, who had been living alone in his own apartment,

died two weeks before his 64th birthday. He was a widower and
supported himself totally from Social Security Disability and
a small pension. His total income from these sources was 5453
per month. He had many health problems and was covered by

Title XIX as well as Medicare. Mr. Eaton had made no arrange-
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ments for burial and, aside from a small insurance policy with
a 8200 death benefit, he had no assets,.

His daughter, the sole support of her two children, claimed
that she could contribute $100 towards a funeral and burial.
Mr. Eaton's close friend, Mr. Brown, is also willing to put
$50 towards the funeral.

The town has received a properly completed bill for the funer-
al and burial. Charges totalling $920, including a transpor-
tation allowance of $15 for transporting the body from the
funeral home to the cemetery. The worker has verified that
this was a 30-mile trip.

In this case, what if any amount should the town pay towards

Mr. Eaton's funeral, 600 total could pay 615
15 transportation -100 LLR
Amount 8515 615 515

Is the 515 transportation cost allowable?
a) X Yes b) No
If Mr. Brown's contribution was 8200, would it make a

difference in the town's contribution?

a) Yes b} X No
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APPENDIX D

General Assistance 20-Town Sample

HARTFORD NEW BRITAIN
BRIDGEPORT NORWICH
WINDHAM BRISTOL
MIDDLETOWN STAMFORD

NEW LONDON NORWALK
MERIDEN DANBURY
KILLINGLY EAST HARTFORD
MANCHESTER WEST HAVEN
NEW HAVEN GROTON
WATERBURY GREENWICH

85






APPENDIX E

TRENDS IN CONNECTICUT POPULATION BY AGE GROUP:1960-1990

YEAR

1960
1970
1980
1985
1990

AGE 0-4

277,666
252,639
185,188
193,107
193,348

AGE 5-14

472,268
603,459
462,041
390,015
376,084

AGE 15-24

310,248
498,554
560,765
567,143
505,592

AGE 25-34

327,436
375,982
491,133
499,869
528,655

AGE 35-44

378,492
355,370
369,302
443,707
484,852

YEAR AGE 45~54 AGE 55-64

1960
1970
1980
1985
1990

310,681
383,518
338,901
324,305
367,376

227,047
284,499
335,382
343,089
325,599

87

AGE 65+

243,777
290,050
364,864
416,404
476,723

TOTAL POPULATION

2,547,615
3,044,071
3,107,576
3,179,640
3,258,230






APPENDIX F

GENERAL ASSISTANCE
Staff Profile Survey

169 Towns Surveyed
150 Towns Responding
89% Response Rate

1. Please indicate, as of April 30, the number of positions that
fall into each of the categories below, Specify whether the
positions are full-time, part-time, or temporary staff in the
General Assistance area, and whether the positions are filled
or vacant.

Permanent Permanent
Position Category Full-time Part-time Totals
"""" - Gen. Asst. Gen. Asst.
Filled Vacant Filled Vacant
Administrator 121/61% 0/0% 75/38% 1/1% 197/100%
Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 207/83% 4/2% 37/15% 1/.5% 249/100.5%
Auditor/Internal _
Monitor/Account, 29/74% 1/3% 9/23% 0/0% 39/100%
Job Training & Develop-
ment /Workfare Coor-
dinator 84/88% 0/0% 12/12% 0/0% 99/100%
Clerical/Bookkeeping 157/74% 0/0% 54/26% 1/.4% 211/100.4%
Totals 598/75% 5/.01% 187/24% 3/.07 795/100%
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2. Please indicate how long each of your staff has worked in

his/her present General Assistance position, by totalling the
number of staff that fall into each time category.

Position Category Time
Less than 1-2 Over 2 5-10 Over 10
1 Year Years Years But Years Years
Less Than
5 Years
Administrator 20/10% 22/11% 66/33% 47/24% 43/22%
Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 41/16% 56/22% 77/31% 49/20% 28/11%
Auditor/Internal Monitor/
Accountant 5/18% 5/18% 9/32% 5/18% 4/14%
Job Training & Develop./
Workfare Coordinator 12/12% 32/33% 32/33% 21/21% 1/1%
Clerical/Bookkeeping 29/14% 39/19% 49/24% 61/29% 29/14%
Totals 107/14% 154/20% 233/30% 183/23% 105/13%
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3. Please indicate how many of your staff fall into each of the
following educational categories.

Position Category Educational Level

Less than High School Some Bachelor's Master's
High School Diploma College Degree Degree
Administrator 1/1% 29/16% 44/24% 69/37% 44/24%
Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 1/.5% 34/15% 25/11% 142/62% 27/12%
Auditor/Internal Mon-
itor/Accountant 1/3% 2/6% 4/12% 24/71% 3/9%
Job Training & Devel./
Workfare Coordinator 5/7% 25/33% 19/25% 17/23% 9/12%
Clerical/Bookkeeping 4/2% 101/51% 29/15% 63/32% 2/1%
Totals 12/2% 191/26% 121/17%  315/44% 85/12%

4. Please indicate the type of work background your staff had

before they assumed their current positions?

(Total number/percent of staff in each category)

218/30%
23/3%
123/17%
218/30%
100/14%
25/4%

Other social service or public assistance position
Job-development or job training background
Financial or business background
Clerical/bookkeeping background
No relevant experience, just out of school
Other {please specify)
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7a.

Please indicate the number of your staff that fall into each
of the following annual salaries categories.

(Total number/percent in each category)

152/19% $10,000 or less 76/10% $20,001 to $25,000

248/32% $10,001 to $15,000 44/6% $25,001 to $30,000
238/30% $15,001 to $20,000 25/3% Over $30,000

Please estimate the total costs to administer the general
assistance program in your town, regardless of sources of
funding (i.e., federal, state or local). Do not include
expenses incurred through assistance payments to clients, but
administrative costs only in the following two categories.

Average Range
Personnel (including £fringe) $94,149 $18,625-$3,866,700
Other operating costs $332,569 $3,300-528,553,560
TOTAL $346,496 $83,023-$32,420,260

Please indicate the total staff hours per week devoted to
general assistance duties. (For example, if you have 8
full-time and 2 half-time persons working on General Assis-
tance, and the town has a 40-hour work week, the total staff
hours would be 360 hours — 8 x 40 + 1/2 x 40 + 1/2 x 40 =
360).

Average Range
Total staff hours 348 1 - 24,967

0f those total staff hours, please indicate the percentage of
time spent on each of the following duties. (Total percen-
tages of staff-time per week.)

25% Taking applications for General Assistance

17% Determining initial and continuing eligibility for
General Assistance including verifying collateral
sources

9% Calculating the amount of assistance the person is
eligible for

9% Finding positions for and placing Workfare clients at
worksites -
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14% Completing required reports to the state regarding
General Assistance and Workfare

13% Reviewing medical cases and hospital referrals

15% Assessing clients’ needs and making referrals

11% other dutieg related to General Assistance and
Workfare

On a scale of 1 = Excellent to 4 = Poor, how would you rate
the Department of Income Maintenance personnel in the perfor-
mance of the following functions for your town.

Excellent Poor
1 2 3 4

Providing up-to-date information regard-
ing new or revised laws, regulations,
and policies in a timely manner 43% 36% 19% 2%

Providing technical assistance regard-

ing interpretation of policies, require-

ments, etc. of General Assistance,

Workfare, or Medical Assistance 45% 41% 11% 2%

Providing new local welfare officials
with information and training 25% 37% 28% 10%

Assisting you when you have a problem
in determining eligibility of a certain
client 54% 37% 6% 3%

Monitoring the General Assistance
program to ensure that all towns are
providing aid on a uniform basis 22% 48%  23% 6%

Auditing records to ensure that eligi-
bility was determined properly and that

assistance amounts were calculated
correctly 49% 39% 8% 3%

Providing you with reimbursement on a
timely basis 46% 43% 10% 1%
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19.

On a scale of 1 = Excellent to 4 = Poor, how would you rate the
department's policy consultants' performance in the following
areas:

Excellent PoOQr
1 2 3 4
Responding to your telephone inguiries 63% 28% 8% 1%
Making site visits to your town 22% 44% 27% 7%
Providing consistent policy interpre-
tations on the General Assistance
program 36% 45% 14% 5%

On a scale of 1 = Strongly Agree to 4 = Strongly Disagree,
please circle the number that best describes your response to
the following statements.
Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree
1 2 3 4

Fraud and abuse are a seriocus problem
in the General Assistance program 20% 30% 40% 10%

The Department of Income Maintenance

should monitor the General Assistance
program more closely in the following
ways:

Cross-checking social security numbers

to ensure a client is not receiving

assistance from more than one town

simultaneously 63% 28% 8% 1%

Ensuring that liens have been placed
against client's property where appro-
priate 42% 34% 16% 8%

Ensuring that vendors are not defrauding
or abusing the general assistance program 48% 31% 17% 5%

Ensuring that towns have made the appro-
priate collateral checks 32% 40% 23% 5%

Ensuring that legally liable relatives
have been contacted 35% 33% 24% 3%
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The General Assistance Program should be:

Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree
1 2 3 4
A short-term assistance program with
a durational limit 54% 20% 13% 13%
On a flat-grant basis for all recip-
ients throughout the state 44% 15% 15% 26%
Taken over administratively by the
State of Connecticut 35% 10% 23% 32%
Funded totally with state money 49% 17% 21% 13%
Operated uniformly among towns as
to methods of payment--e.g., cash
or wvouchers. 41% 14% 23% 22%
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APPENDIX G

GENERAL ASSISTANCE
staff Profile Survey

16 Town Sample
15 Towns Responding
94% Response Rate

1. Please indicate, as of April 30, the number of positions that
fall into each of the categories below. Specify whether the
positions are full-time, part-time, or temporary staff in_the
General Assistance area, and whether the positions are filled
or wvacant,

Permanent Permanent
Position Category Full-time Part-time Totals
Gen. Asst, Gen. Asst,.
Filled Vacant Filled vacant
Administrator 31/89% 0/0% 4/11% 0/0% 35/100%
Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 92/95% 4/4% 1/1% 0/0% 97/100%
Auditor/Internal
Monitor/Account., 9/90% 1/10% 0/0% 0/0% 10/100%
Job Training & Develop-
ment/Workfare Coor-
dinator 44/94% 0/0% 3/6% 0/0% 47/100%
Clerical/Bookkeeping 93/95% 0/0% 5/5% 0/0% 98/100%
Totals 269/94% 5/2% 13/5% 0/0% 287/100%
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2. Please indicate how long each of your staff has worked in
his/her present General Assistance position, by totalling the
number of staff that fall into each time category.

Position Category Time
ILess than 1-2 Qver 2 5-10 Qver 10
1 Year Years Years But Years Years
Less Than
5 Years
Administrator 3/9% 3/9% 12/34% 5/14% 12/34%

Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 7/7% 17/18% 34/36% 23/24% 13/14%

Auditor/Internal Monitor/
Accountant 0/0% 1/25% 3/75% 0/0% 0/0%

Job Training & Develop./

Workfare Coordinator 9/18% 15/30% 12/24% 13/26% 1/2%
Clerical/Bookkeeping 10/10% 13/13% 24/24% 38/39% 13/13%
Totals 29/10% 49/16% 85/28% 79/26% 63/21%
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3. Please indicate how many of your staff fall into each of the
following educational categories.

Position Category Educational Level
Less than High School Some Bachelor's Master's
High School Diploma College Degree Degree
Administrator 0/0% 4/11% 5/14% 16/46% 10/29%

Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 1/1% 18/19% 2/2% 69/74% 3/3%

Auditor/Internal Mon-
itor/Accountant 0/0% 0/0% 0/0% 8/89% 1/11%

Job Training & Devel./

Workfare Coordinator 3/6% 19/40% 14/30% 7/15% 4/9%
Clerical/Bookkeeping - 2/4% 47/85% 1/2% 5/9% 0/0%
Totals 6/3% 88/37% 22/9% 105/44% 18/8%

4. Please indicate the type of work background your staff had
before they assumed their current positions?

(Total number/percent of staff in each category)

64/27% Other social service or public assistance position
4/2% Job-development or job training background

48/20% Financial or business background

91/39% Clerical/bookkeeping background

26/11% No relevant experience, just out of school
3/1% Other
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5.

Please indicate the number of your staff that fall into each
of the following annual salaries categories.

(Total number/percent in each category)

31/10% $10,000 or less 43/15% $20,001 to $25,000

116/39% $10,001 to $15,000 27/9% $25,001 to $30,000

63/21% $15,001 to $20,000 16/5% Over $30,000

Please estimate the total costs to administer the general

assistance program in your town, regardless of sources of
funding (i.e., federal, state or local). Do not include
expenses incurred through assistance payments to clients, but
administrative costs only in the following two categories.

Average Range
Personnel {(including fringe) $397,219 $3,688-%3,866,700
Other operating costs $2,392,652 $300~-528,553,560
TOTAL $2,311,341 $3,903-532,420,260

Please indicate the total staff hours per week devoted to
general assistance duties. (For example, if you have 8
full-time and 2 half-time persons working on General Assis-
tance, and the town has a 40-hour work week, the total staff
hours would be 360 hours - 8 x 40 + 1/2 x 40 + 1/2 x 40 =
360).

Range
Total staff hours 636 Average 7 - 5,005

7a. Of those total staff hours, please indicate the percentage of

time spent on each of the following duties. (Total percen-
tages of staff-~-time per week.)

15% Taking applications for General Assistance

18% Determining initial and continuing eligibility for
General Assistance including verifying collateral
sources

9% Calculating the amount of assistance the person is
eligible for
6% Finding positions for and placing Workfare clients at

worksites
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12% Completing reguired reports to the state regarding
General Assistance and Workfare

122 Reviewing medical cases and hospital referrals

18% Assessing clients' needs and making referrals

11% Other duties related to General Assistance and Workfare
On a scale of 1 = Excellent to 4 = Poor, how would you rate

the Department of Income Maintenance personnel in the perfor-
mance of the following functions for your town.

Excellent Poor

1 2 3 4
Providing up-to-date information regard-
ing new or revised laws, regulations,
and policies in a timely manner 27% 40% 27% 7%
Providing technical assistance regard-
ing interpretation of policies, require-
ments, etc. of General Assistance,
Workfare, or Medical Assistance 33% 47% 20% 0%
Providing new local welfare officials
with information and training 28% 36% 29% 7%
Assisting you when you have a problem
in determining eligibility of a certain
client 47% 47% 7% 0%
Monitoring the General Assistance
program to ensure that all towns are
providing aid on a uniform basis 21% 50% 21% 7%
Auditing records to ensure that eligi-
bility was determined properly and that
assistance amounts were calculated
correctly 50% 29% 14% 7%
Providing you with reimbursement on a 44% 31% 25% 0%

timely basis

101




10.

on a scale of 1 = Excellent to 4 = Poor, how would you rate the
department's policy consultants' performance in the following
areas:

Excellent Poor
1 2 3 4
Responding to your telephone inquiries 53% 33% 13% 0%
Making site visits to your town 40% 27% 27% 7%
Providing consistent policy interpre-
tations on the General Assistance
program 33% 46% 13% 7%

On a scale of 1 = Strongly Agree to 4 = Strongly Disagree,
please circle the number that best describes your response to
the following statements,

Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree
1 2 3 4
Fraud and abuse are a serious problem
in the General Assistance program 13% 333 40% 13%
The Department of Income Maintenance
should monitor the General Assistance
program more closely in the following
ways:
Cross—-checking social security numbers
to ensure a client is not receiving
assistance from more than one town
simultaneously 64% 14% 14% 7%
Ensuring that liens have been placed
against client's property where appro-
priate 42% 29% 29% 0%

Ensuring that vendors are not defrauding
or abusing the general assistance program 50% 29% 14% 7%

Ensuring that towns have made the appro-
priate collateral checks 53% 8% 31% 8%

Ensuring that legally liable relatives
have been contacted 50% 7% 36% 7%
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The General Assistance Program should be:

A short-term assistance program with

a durational limit

On a flat-grant basis for all recip-

ients throughout the state

Taken over administratively by the

State of Connecticut

Funded totally with state money

Operated uniformly among towns as

to methods of payment--e.g
or vouchers.

s 7
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Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree

1 2 3 4
57% 14% 14% 14%
53% 13% 7% 27%
298 21% 7% 43%
53% 13% 20% 13%
33% 20% 33% 13%







APPENDIX H

GENERAIL ASSISTANCE
staff Profile Survey

Top Twenty Towns
17 Towns Responding
85% Response Rate

1. Please indicate, as of April 30, the number of positions that

fall into each of the categories below. Specify whether the
positions are full-time, part-time, or temporary staff in the
General Assistance area, and whether the positions are filled
or vacant.

Permanent Permanent
Position Category Full-time Part—time Total
Gen, Asst. Gen. Asst,.
Filled vacant Filled Vacant
Administrator 62/95% 0/0% 3/5% 0/0% 65/100%
Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 183/93% 3/2% 10/5% 0/0% 196/100%
Auditor/Internal
Monitor/Account. 27/96% 0/0% 1/4% 0/0% 28/100%
Job Training & Develop-
ment /Workfare Coor-
dinator 78/96% 0/0% 3/4% 0/0% 81/100%
Clerical/Bookkeeping 140/91% 0/0% 14/9% 0/0% 154/100%
Totals 490/94% 3/1% 31/6% 0 524/101%
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2. Please indicate how long each of your staff has worked in
his/her present General Assistance position, by totalling the
number of staff that fall into each time category.

Position Category Time
Less than 1-2 Qver 2 5-10 Over 10
1l Year Years Years But Years Years
Less Than
5 Years
Administrator 5/8% 6/9% 26/40% 7/11% 21/32%

Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 32/16% 47/24% 61/31% 38/19% 22/11%

Auditor/Internal Monitor/
Accountant 4/22% 8/44% 4/22% 1/6% 1/6%

Job Training & Develop./

Workfare Coordinator 12/14% 28/33% 25/29% 19/22% 1/1%
Clerical/Bookkeeping 15/10% 29/19% 40/26% 47/31% 23/15%
Totals 68/13% 118/23% 156/30% 112/21% 68/113%
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3. Please indicate how many of your staff fall into each of the
following educational categories,
Position Category Educational Level
Less than High School Some Bachelor's Master's
High School Diploma College Degree Degree
Administrator 0/0% 1/2% 6/10% 31/53% 20/34%
Eligibility Technician/
Caseworker 0/0% 24/13% 10/6% 126/71% 18/10%
Auditor/Internal Mon-
itor/Accountant 1/4% 1/4% 3/12% 19/76% 1/4%
Job Training & Devel./
Workfare Coordinator 4/6% 21/34% 16/26% 12/19% 9/15%
Clerical/Bookkeeping 2/1% 69/48% 12/8% 58/41% 2/1%
Totals 6/10% 116/25% 47/10% 246/53% 50/11%

4. Please indicate the type of work background your staff had
before they assumed their current positions?

{(Total number/percent staff in each category)

130/31% Other social service or public assistance position
8/ 2% Job~-development or job training background
63/15% Financial or business background

120/29% Clerical/bookkeeping background
90/22% No relevant experience,

7/2%

Other (please specify)

just out of school
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Please indicate the number of your staff that fall into each
of the following annual salaries categories.

{Total number/percent total in each category)

67/12% $10,000 or less 60/11% $20,001 to $25,000

177/32% $10,001 to $15,000 35/6% $25,001 to 830,000
186/34% $15,001 to $20,000 23/4% Over $30,000

Please estimate the total costs to administer the general
assistance program in your town, regardless of sources of
funding (i.e., federal, state or local). Do not include
expenses incurred through assistance payments to clients, but
administrative costs only in the following two categories,

Average Range
Personnel {including fringe) $591,036 $18,625-83,866,700
Other operating costs $2,080,615 $3,300~$28,553,560
TOTAL $2,422,352 $83,023-532,420,260

Please indicate the total staff hours per week devoted to
general assistance duties, (For example, if you have 8
full-time and 2 half-time persons working on General Assis-
tance, and the town has a 40-hour work week, the total staff
hours would be 360 hours - 8 x 40 + 1/2 x 40 + 1/2 x 40 =
360).

Average Range

Total staff hours 2,492 165-24,967

7a. 0Of those total staff hours, please indicate the percentage of

time spent on each of the following duties. (Total percen-
tages of staff-time per week.)

12% Taking applications for General Assistance

17% Determining initial and continuing eligibility for
General Assistance including verifying collateral
sources

7% Calculating the amount of assistance the person is
eligible for
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9% Finding positions for and placing Workfare clients at
worksites

10% Completing required reports to the state regarding
General Assistance and Workfare

11¢ Reviewing medical cases and hospital referrals

23% Assessing clients' needs and making referrals

18% Other duties related to General Assistance and
Workfare

On a scale of 1 = Excellent to 4 = Poor, how would you rate
the Department of Income Maintenance personnel in the perfor-
mance of the following functions for your town.

Excellent Poor
1 2 3 4

Providing up-to-date information regard-
ing new or revised laws, regulations,
and policies in a timely manner 183 29% 35% 18%

Providing technical assistance regard-

ing interpretation of policies, require-

ments, etc. of General Assistance,

Workfare, or Medical Assistance 29% 59% 12% 0%

Providing new local welfare officials
with information and training 20% 40% 40% 0%

Assisting you when you have a problem
in determining eligibility of a certain
client 53% 41% 6% 0%

Monitoring the General Assistance
program to ensure that all towns are
providing aid on a uniform basis 202 67% 13% 0%

Auditing records to ensure that eligi-

bility was determined properly and that

assistance amounts were calculated

correctly 53% 41% 6% 0%

Providing you with reimbursement on a
timely basis 41% 29% 29% 0%

109




10.

On a scale of 1 = Excellent to 4 = Poor, how would you rate the
department's policy consultants' performance in the following

areas:
Excellent Poor

1 2 3 4

Responding to your telephone ingquiries 76% 24% 0% 0%
Making site visits to your town 29% 71% 0% 02
Providing consistent policy interpre-

tations on the General Assistance
program 29% 53% 18% O

o

On a scale of 1 = Strongly Agree to 4 = Strongly Disagree,
please circle the number that best describes your response to
the following statements,

Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree
1 2 3 4
Fraud and abuse are a serious problem
in the General Assistance program 12% 29% 53% 6%
The Department of Income Maintenance
should monitor the General Assistance
program more closely in the following
ways:
Cross—-checking social security numbers
to ensure a client is not receiving
assistance from more than one town
simultaneously 718 24% 6% 0%
Ensuring that liens have been placed
against client's property where appro-
priate 35% 24% 29% 12%

Ensuring that vendors are not defrauding
or abusing the general assistance program 65% 18% 12% 6%

Ensuring that towns have made the appro-
priate collateral checks 29% 35% 29% 6%

Ensuring that legally liable relatives
have been contacted 29% 29% 29% 12%
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The General Assistance Program should be:

A short-term assistance program with
a durational limit

on a flat-grant basis for all recip-
ients throughout the state

Taken over administratively by the
State of Connecticut

Funded totally with state money

Operated uniformly among towns as
to methods of payment--e.g., cash
or vouchers.,
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Strongly Strongly
Agree Disagree

1 2 3 4
35% 18% 18% 30%
53% 6% 6% 35%
19% 19% 25% 38%
47% 35% 6% 12%
29% 24%  24% 243







APPENDIX I

GENERAI ASSISTANCE DATA: 16 TOWN SAMPLE

TOWNS POPULATION MEDIAN INCOME UNEMPLOYMENT UNEMPLOYMENT
1979 1982 1983
BROOKLYN 5,830 18711 7.1 5.5
THOMASTON 6,290 19540 12.8 10.8
QLD SAYBROOK 9,380 21883 4.4 4.2
ELLINGTON 9,860 23265 5.3 4.5
DERBY 12,380 18711 8.9 8.1
MONTVILLE 16,590 19877 5.5 4.7
NEWTOWN 19,500 27827 5.2 4.4
WINDHAM 21,060 14353 7.4 6.6
TOWNS TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE
EXPENDITURES 1982 EXPENDITURES 1983
BROOKLYN $93,044.00 $113,670.00
THOMASTON $257.00 $22,912.00
OLD SAYBROOK $38,045.00 $21,517.00
ELLINGTON $30,351.00 $25,391.00
DERBY 561,583.00 $81,435.00
MONTVILLE $58,118.00 $72,951.00
NEWTOWN $13,696.00 $21,252.00
WINDHAM $204,662.00 $435,038.00
TOWNS RECIPIENTS RECIPIENTS RECIPENTS:POPULATION
1982 1983 RATIO 1982
BROOKLYN 69 70 0.0118353
THOMASTON 0 18 0.0000000
OLD SAYBROOK 16 12 0.0017058
ELLINGTON 21 22 0.0021298
DERBY 73 80 0.0058966
MONTVILLE 45 57 0.0027125
NEWTOWN 10 23 0.0005128
WINDHAM 215 329 0.0102089
TOWNS RECIPENTS : POPULATION POVERTY : POPULATTION
RATIO 1983 RATIO
BROOKLYN 0.0120069 0.063465
THOMASTON 0.0028617 0.048490
OLD SAYBROOK 0.0012793 0.069190
ELLINGTON 0.0022312 0.179513
DERBY 0.0064620 0.063813
MONTVILLE 0.0034358 0.076311
NEWTOWN 0.0011795 0.028564
WINDHAM 0.0156220 0.122697
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GENERAL ASSISTANCE DATA: 16 TOWN SAMPLE

TOWNS POPULATION MEDIAN INCOME UNEMPLOYMENT UNEMPLOYMENT
1979 1982 1983
VERNON 28,780 19842 6.8 6.1
NEW LONDON 28,820 13728 6.4 5.1
TORRINGTON 31,430 16737 12.1 11.5
MIDDLETOWN 38,920 17308 7.2 6.6
ENFIELD 42,580 22626 6.9 6.0
MERIDEN 57,530 18017 10.2 8.9
HARTFORD 135,640 11513 9.2 8.3
BRIDGEPORT 142,460 13854 10.5 9.1
TOWNS TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE
EXPENDITURES 1982 EXPENDITURES 1983
VERNON $156,500.00 5$260,927.00
NEW LONDON $845,480.00 8777,049.00
TORRINGTON $85,493.00 $79,897.00
MIDDLETOWN $534,712.00 $1,012,716.00
ENFIELD $37,845.00 $47,512.00
MERIDEN $385,837.00 $673,876.00
HARTFORD $17,381,492.00 $31,072,531.00
BRIDGEPORT $8,693,014.00 $12,147,731.00
TOWNS RECIPIENTS RECIPIENTS RECIPENTS : POPULATION
1982 1983 RATIO 1982
VERNON 96 149 0.0033356
NEW LONDON 522 715 0.0181124
TORRINGTON 77 102 0.0024499
MIDDLETOWN 289 314 0.0074255
ENFIELD 42 46 0.0009864
MERIDEN 359 491 0.0062402
HARTFORD 6,976 7,445 0.0514303
BRIDGEPORT 4,336 5,317 0.0304366
TOWNS RECIPENTS : POPULATION POVERTY : POPULATION
RATIO 1983 RATIO
VERNON 0.0051772 0.065393
NEW LONDON 0.0248092 0.150902
TORRINGTON 0.0032453 0.067070
MIDDLETOWN 0.0080678 0.090519
ENFIELD 0.0010803 0.041569
MERIDEN 0.0085347 0.072414
HARTFORD 0.0548879 0.241109
BRIDGEPORT 0.0373228 0.198919
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APPENDIX J

GENERAL ASSISTANCE DATA: TOP 20 TOWNS

TOWNS POPUJLATION MEDIAN INCOME UNEMPLOYMENT UNEMPLOYMENT
1979 1982 1983
KILLINGLY 14,695 16192 11.5 9.6
WINDHAM 20,980 14353 7.4 6.6
NEW LONDON 28,775 13728 6.4 5.1
NORWICH 38,260 15399 6.9 6.1
MIDDLETOWN 38,925 17308 7.2 6.6
GROTON 41,030 17217 3.9 3.3
MANCHESTER 49,605 20301 6.4 5.8
EAST HARTFORD 52,275 19314 6.9 6.0
TOWNS TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE
EXPENDITURES 1982 EXPENDITURES 1983
KILLINGLY $263,328.00 $259,716.00
WINDHAM $204,662.00 $435,038.00
NEW LONDON $845,480.00 $777,049.00
NORWICH $1,371,395.00 $1,235,288.00
MIDDLETOWN $534,712.00 $1,012,717.00
GROTON $311,194.00 $360,028.00
MANCHESTER $213,254.00 $329,828.00
EAST HARTFORD $344,914.00 $513,127.00
TOWNS RECIPIENTS RECIPIENTS RECIPENTS : POPULATION
1982 1283 RATIO 1982
KILLINGLY 253 186 0.0172167
WINDHAM 215 329 0.0102479
NEW LONDON 522 715 0.0181407
NORWICH 846 841 0.0221119
MIDDLETOWN 289 314 0.0074245
GROTON 211 267 0.005142¢6
MANCHESTER 153 153 0.0030844
EAST HARTFORD 233 298 0.0044572
TOWNS RECIPENTS: POPULATION POVERTY : POPULATION
RATIO 1983 RATIO
KILLINGLY 0.0126574 0.088261
WINDHAM 0.0156816 0.123165
NEW LONDON 0.0248480 0.151138
NORWICH 0.0219812 0.122556
MIDDLETOWN 0.00806868 0.090507
GROTON 0.0065074 0.071119
MANCHESTER 0.0030844 0.041306
EAST HARTFORD 0.0057006 0.063434
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TOWNS

WEST HAVEN
MERIDEN
BRISTOL
GREENWICH
DANBURY

NEW BRITAIN
NORWALK
STAMFORD

TOWNS

WEST HAVEN
MERIDEN
BRISTOL
GREENWICH
DANBURY

NEW BRITAIN
NORWALK
STAMFORD

TOWNS

WEST HAVEN
MERIDEN
BRISTOL
GREENWICH
DANBURY

NEW BRITAIN
NORWALK
STAMFORD

TOWNS

WEST HAVEN
MERIDEN
BRISTOL
GREENWICH
DANBURY

NEW BRITAIN
NORWALK
STAMFORD

GENERAL ASSISTANCE DATA: TOP 20 TOWNS

POPULATION

53,305
57,500
57,625
59,560
61,000
73,045
77,990
102,370

MEDIAN INCOME

1979

17108
18017
19357
30354
20092
15770
22142
22295

TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE
EXPENDITURES 1982

$235,477.00
$385,837.00
$251,690.00
$375,247.00

$337,640.00
$779,489.00
$1,104,884.00
$768,269.00
RECIPIENTS RECIPIENTS
1982 1983
253 237
359 491
267 450
148 226
292 368
495 609
558 758
559 777
RECIPENTS : POPULATION
RATIO 1983
0.0044461
0.0085391
0.0078091
0.0037945
0.0060328
0.0083373
0.00871092
0.0075901
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UNEMPLOYMENT
1982
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UNEMPLOYMENT
1983
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TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE

EXPENDITURES 1983

$249,059.00
$673,876.00
$714,754.00
$515,765.00
$464,597.00
$969,833.00
$727,984.00
$1,410,139.00

RECIPENTS:POPULATION

RATIO 1982

0.0047463
0.0062435
0.0046334
0.0024849
0.0047869
0.0067766
0.0071548
0.0054606

POVERYTY : POPULATION
RATIO

0.091361
0.072452
0.058430
0.032555
0.064475
0.114820
0.081639
0.076888




TOWNS

WATERBURY
NEW HAVEN
HARTFORD

BRIDGEPORT

TOWNS

WATERBURY
NEW HAVEN
HARTFORD

BRIDGEPORT

TOWNS

WATERBURY
NEW HAVEN
HARTFORD

BRIDGEPORT

TOWNS

WATERBURY
NEW HAVEN
HARTFORD

BRIDGEPORT

GENERAL ASSISTANCE DATA:

POPULATION

103,815
126,125
135,495
142,260

MEDIAN INCOME

1979

14865
11683
11513
13854

TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE
EXPENDITURES 1982

TOP 20 TOWNS

UNEMPLOYMENT

1982

10.4
7.6
9.2

10.5

UNEMPLOYMENT
1283

O 06~ 0
L I
o Ut W

TOTAL GEN. ASSISTANCE
EXPENDITURES 1983

$3,487,275.00 $5,079,065.00
$8,115,543.00 $8,115,544.00
$17,381,492.00 $23,222,839.00
$8,693,014.00 $12,147,731.00
RECIPIENTS RECIPIENTS RECIPENTS : POPULATION
1982 1983 RATIO 1982
2,566 3,663 0.0247170
3,916 3,663 0.0310486
6,976 7,445 0.0514853
4,336 5,317 0.0304794
RECIPENTS : POPULATION POVERTY : POPULATION
RATIO 1983 RATIO
0.0352839 6.139941
0.0290426 0.214240
0.0549467 0.241367
0.0373752 0.199199
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APPENDIX K
LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

As early as 1672, Connecticut statutorily mandated that towns
support their paupers. The paupers were taken care of in alms-
houses and were to be given medical treatment if necessary., Pau-
pers included widows and their dependent children, orphans, unem-
ployed single men and women, the medically disabled, emotionally
ill and criminally insane, who were all cared for in the same
facilities.

In 1873, Connecticut statutorily mandated a group of citizens
to vigit the almshouses., The Board of Charities, later called the
State Board of Charities, began visiting these almshouses in 1881
and found unsanitary conditions, commingling of the sexes and im-
proper adult influences upon children. During this period the
state also required that the medically and mentally ill be cared
for in separate institutions and partially removed those persons
from the responsibility of the towns.

By 1884, 101 of the 167 towns in Connecticut had poorhouses.

The statutes also allowed for outdoor relief in which the town
could provide financial assistance to people in their own homes.

By 1902, the state provided reimbursement for those paupers
who were not considered inhabitants of any town, and for children
whose parents could not provide support, Seventeen years later,
widows aid was developed whereby the state, county, and town
became equally responsible for widows and their children under 16
years of age. 1In 1921, the Department of Public Welfare was
created.

A 1930 law provided that if a person applied for general
assistance in one town but came from another, the town where the
person originally resided had to reimburse the town that rendered
assistance. The rates for reimbursement provided for by law were
$3.00 a week for persons over 14, $2.00 a week for those between 6§
and 14, and $1.50 per week for those under 6 years of age.

buring that same year, the state began to pay up to §60 to
any town that buried a pauper. Further, any town that did not
comply with providing such a burial was fined $25.

With the Social Security Act of 1932, the federal government
developed federal support mechanisms for some populations towns
had previously supported, The Aid to Families with Dependent
Children, Social Security, Workmen's Compensation and Child Wel-
fare programs, transferred large numbers of people from the town's
responsibility to that of the state and federal governments. A
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1939 state requirement stipulated that any person owning property
but needing assistance must agree to having a lien placed on
his/her property.

By 1949, the mandated reimbursement rates had increased to $7
a week for persons over 14, S6 a week for those between 6 and 14,
and $4 a week for children less than six years of age. Burial
reimbursement rates were increased to a maximum of S$100. If towns
disagreed about which town was liable for general assistance or
the amount of financial responsibility, the case could be referred
to the commissioner of welfare for a decision.

In 1953, Public Act 473 brought about major changes in the
General Assistance program. First, the act stipulated that the
state would reimburse the towns--not only for out-of-state clients
or for clients released from state hospitals—-but for clients from
all towns that applied to the commissioner of welfare for reim-
bursement of general assistance costs. The rate of reimbursement
was on a phone-in schedule as follows: 35 percent from October 1,
1953 to June 30, 1955; 40 percent from July 1, 1955 to June 30,
1957; 45 percent from July 1, 1957 to June 30, 1959, and from
July 1, 1959 on, 50 percent.

The act further provided that if the commissioner rejected a
claim, a town could appeal to a committee of the General Assembly
established under this act to hear such cases. Public Act 473
also made allowances for travel coste, attending witnesses and 825
in counsel fees, providing that the town won its case.

In 1959, Public Act 35 established fee schedules for medical,
dental, and applied services and supplies. Two years later, Pub-
lic Act 345 required the commissioner of welfare to: establish
uniform standards concerning the granting of general assistance,
including minimum standards for investigation of eligibility and
need, and recommend procedures for record-keeping and other office
practices.

Public Act 345 alsc allowed two or more towns, by vote of
their respective legislative bodies, to establish districts for
administration of general assistance. This was changed in 1969
under Public Act 730 to areas where the commissioner recommended
that regional administration of general assistance was reasonable.
However, to this date each town continues to operate and adminis-
ter general assistance individually.

The rate for state reimbursement to towns which had remained
the same from 1959, changed in 1967 with the passage of Public Act
566, when it was increased from 50 to 75 percent. 1In 1972, Public
Act 72-128 increased the rate from 75 percent to 90 percent. This
rate has not changed.
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In 1975, the General Assembly under Public Act 75-610 re-
quired the commissioner of social services to develop a policy
manual for general assistance by January 1, 1976.

Probably the most notable recent change to affect general
assistance was the adoption of the Mandatory Supported Work, Ed-
ucation and Training (Workfare) program established by Public Act
80-395. The act required towns to place a certain percentage of
their able-bodied recipients at work sites to work off their as-
sistance grants. This was not the first experience the state had
had in encouraging general assistance clients to become gainfully
employed. In 1969, the General Assembly had passed, through Pub-
lic Act 730, an incentive program whereby a certain portion of the
client's income was disregarded for general assistance eligibili-
ty. However, the legislature eliminated this incentive earnings
program two years later with Special Act 1, Section 17. Other
legislative attempts at adopting a mandatory work program for
general assistance clients preceded the 1980 legislation. Bills
had been raised proposing such programs as far back as 1969, but
none had ever passed.

In 1980, however, the Workfare program became law. It basi-
cally requires each town to gradually place a percentage of its
employable clients at work sites approved by the commissioner of
the Department of Income Maintenance. The act became effective on
July 1, 1980, with the towns being required to submit their first
plans on workfare implementation to the income maintenance depart-
ment by January 1, 1981.

Several changes have been made to the workfare law since its
passage; those having the greatest impact occurred this past
legislative session. Public Act 84-168 decreased the maximum per-
centage of employable clients a town must place on workfare from
85 percent of the case load to two-thirds. The act also restric-
ted the client's ability to participate on workfare while suspen-
ded from general assistance.

In 1981, Public Act 81-214 applied a transfer-of-assets pro-
vision to the General Assistance program, prohibiting a person
from transferring property within two years prior to applying for
general assistance.

Another major change affecting general assistance occurred in
1983 with the passage of Public Act 83-575. This act requires all
towns to provide as of April 1, 1984, certain medical services and
allowed families and medical providers to apply on behalf of the
client, within a set period after the beginning of medical treat-
ment. The act also requires the Department of Income Maintenance
to develop regulations for the implementation of the new medical
assistance law.
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CONNECTICUT DEPARTMENT OF INCOME MAINTENANCE

APPENDIX L

W - 1250 REV. 7-83

APPLICATION FOR GENERAL ASSISTANCE

1.UPDATE CODE | 2 TOWN 3, CASE NUMBER 4. CASE 5 TODAY'S DATE
AAdd CODE - WORKER | MONTH | DAY | YEAR
e e i

6 LAST NAME ' - 8 M.

7_FIRST NAME

| L]

15. U.S. CITIZEN §76. ALIEN 17. U5, ENTAY DATE
{Y/N) STATUS. MONTH DAy YEAR

9.S0CIAL SECURITY NG: .

S
| L L]

18. TIME IN TOWN | 19. TIME IN STATE
YEARS MONTHS YEAARS MONTHS

i

EENREE
1 | | | |

10. ADDRESS (Street, City):

11. TELEPHONE 12. BIRTHDATE 13. SEX
MONTH DAY [ YEAR 1 {M/F}

| |

14. RACE
(ABWPHOX)

20. EDUCATION 21. OCCUPATIO 22, EMPL. TERM. 23. TERMINATION DATE '24. POSITION HELD
YEARS {W.B.F.8.N) REASON. MQNTH DAY YEAR

(FLQ,ESX) l

25. EMPLOYER'S NAME 26. EMPLOYER'S ADDRESS (Streel, City, State}

27 WAL 28, SPOUSE NAME 29. SPOUSE ADDRESS (Street, City, State)
L e ettty
30. SPOUSE SOCIAL SECURITY NO. 31, SPOUSE BIRTHDATE 32. SPOUSE MARRIAGE DATE | 33 MARRIAGE PLAGE
MONTH) DAY | YEAR | MONTH | DAY | YEAR
34, GTATE AWARD |35, TITLE XIX |36. 551 |37. RESOURCES (1.)] 38 STATUS (1) ]39. AESOURCES (2] 40. STATUS (2)
{N.P.G.D} {NP.G.DY) {N.P.G.O} P60 {P.GD)
A1_ASSIST | 42, TYPE | 4. NEW/REAPFL {44, TYPE APPL 45 REQUEST DATE 36, APPLICATION ]47. APPL. DISP. DATE 48. GA. EFFECTIVE DATE
SIZE CASE (N.R.A) (M.F X 8.H) DISPOSITICN
11/Fy mMoNTH| DAy | vean (WADGH MonTH| DAy | vear | mowntH| pay | veam
CODE DEFINITIONS
13. S 22, EMPL TERM. REASON 38, 40. RESOQURCES - STATUS
M=Male F=Fired P=Pending
F=Female Q=Quit G=Granted
14 RACE L=Laid off D=Denied/Disallowed
. E=Stili empicyed
A=American indian
o dia 5=0n strike 41, ASSIST. SIZE
W=White X=Other Total number of people in assistance group

16.

18.

P=Puerto Rican
H=0ther Hispanic

27.

O=0rienta! (Inciuding indo-Chinese}

X=Other

UJ.8. CITIZEN
Y=Yes

N=No

ALIEN STATUS

Permanent resident or type of refuges:

34.
35.
36.

I=lmmigrant (Permanent resident)
N=Non-Immigrant (Student, Visitor-Visa)
R=Refugee {Also in¢lude country code)

Country codes:

21.

01=Cuban
02=Cambadian
03=Vietnamese
04=Laotian
05=Haitian
89=Cther
GCCUPATION

B=Biue coilar
W=White coilar
F=Farm worker
S=Service worker
N=Never emploved

37,

MARITAL STATUS

N=Never Married
M=Married
D=Divorced
S=8eparated
W=Widowed

STATE AWARD STATUS

TITLE XIX STATUS
SS81 STATUS

N=None

P=Pending
G=Granted
D=Denied/Disailowed

38. OTHER - RESOURGES
R=Legally liable relative
M=MNon-legaily liable reiative
U=Unempiocyment compensaticn
L=Law suit

WaWaorkers' compensation
T=Tax Refund

M=Medical insurance

V=Y AL Benelits

S=Social Security Benefiis

A=Cther 19 3

LOCAL WELFARE OFFICE ,

42,

TYPE CASE

I=individual
F=Farmily

. NEW - REAPPLICATION

46.

N=MNew application {Never on GA in CT)
R=Reappiication (Previously on GA in CT}
A=Annual Review

- IYPE APPLICATION

M=Medical only
F=Financial only
X=Financial & Medical
B=Burial

H=Hospitai referrat

APPLICATICN DISPOSITION

-

W=Withdrawn at applicants request
R=Denied, refused to participate in workfare
D=Denied, other

G=Granted

P=Hospital referral pending

PLEASE RETURN DIM COPY TC:

Stat
Dep
110

Cerigral Assistance Unit

e of Connecticut
artment of income Maintenance
Sartno:omew Avenue

Hartford. CF 438106 1







W-1255 REV 3/83

CONNECTICUT STATE DEPT. OF INCOME MAINTENANCE

APPENDIX M
NOTICE OF ACTION FOR GENERAL ASSISTANCE

] |

I I T O 0 N I D

HEEEE NN

1. 2.TOWN CODE| 3. CASE NUMBSBER 4, CASE 5. NOTICE DATE .

UPDATE . WORKER MONTH DAY YEAR

HEEEENENERN A O

. LAST NAME 7. FIRST NAME .M [3.SOCIAL SECURITY NO.

RN

]

10. ADDRESS (Street. City} 11. TELEFHONE 12, TYPE [ 13.A88IST| 14, METHOD OF
I 1 v Y
SECTION i - ACTION TAKEN SECTION If - WORKFARE ASSIGNMENT SECTION Il - BUDGET AND PAYMENTS—For the Pericd TO,

15, DATE OF REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE

23. WORKFARE STATUS

]

Payments being made in your behalf by voucher are shown by the letier

"V oin the

6= Suspended—B0 day penafty period
9-Suspended—30 day penaity period

8=Training program {Public)
9=Training program {Privaie)

MONTH DAY YEAR t1=Employable, assigned o approprizate block.
3 participate
F [ l 2=Emp_|s_yab_le, 0t assignec_ito aarticrpa}e. MONTHLY NEEDS MONTHLY INCOME
3-Participation not required, pending . .

16, TYPE APPL ' State or Federai Assistance. 31. FOOD | Py 43. Earned Income I by
M=Medical anly D A=Participation not required, employed . N :
F=Financial onfy full time. 32. Parsonal 424 Other {Specify)
¥=Financial & Medical S5=Unemployable, under 16 ar over 65. Incidentals \E 1 ;
B=Buriaf §=iUnempleyable, care of spouse or child | | | ; ! : | | i . !
H=Hospital referral wheolly incapacitated, 33, Housshoid Supplies | I ! y i 2 | i ) ] [

7=Unemployabie, care of children under 6. . 4 _ +

17. .i\PFfL!CATION DISPOSITION D 8=Unempioyabie, mentai or physicai in- |34. H 3. |
W=Withdrawn at your request capaity | N | ||
?;gz::g‘;' ;?;L:red 1o participate workfare 9=Unemployable, attending High School. | 35. Shelter 1 | i ! | 4. | | | ! 1
G-Granted Q=UUnemplayable. Drugs Afcohol condition. 36. Heat i | ‘ | ; 45. Tota! income | 1 | ; |
P=Hospital referral pending 24 WORKFARE REASON 37. Heat for wat | 46. Minus Ykg. E \

. . Heat for water . Minus Wkg. Exp.
18. APPLICATION DISPDSITION DATE (For employables required D : | T : I S
MONTH, DAY | YEAR 10 participate in workfare) 38. Cooking fuel I 47. Applied Income Lo by
1=Entering labor market for first time - ! :
| ] | J P e o Lme . | 39 Eectricity | 4 | ! | |8 ToTALweEDS L
ployed status 40. Clothing | i f i | 49, - Applied Income i | i | |

19. CASE DISPOSITION 3=Laid off-lack of work - : — '
X=Discontinued El 4=Laid off-Seasen work 41, Other {Specify) 50 Deficit/Excess L { | |
A=Activated/ reinstated 5=Fired-discharged ' PAYMENTS
S=Suspended 6=0uit job-left work voluntarily 1 | | } | .
C:andlmgnally reinstated during workfare 7=0n strike 7. I y i b I 51. Monthly i i | I |

penalty. + t .
3 52. Semi- thl ;
30. EFFECTIVE DATE 251' Qii'ffi':ggm TYPE D I I Fmomhy I
MONTH | DAY | YEAR 2=State site bl L) |83 Weskly L
| | I ‘ | 3=Non-prafit site 42. TOTAL NEEDS L | 54, Daily '
I A=\Work training/10n the job) |- | P |
5=Work readiness

21, WORKFARE PENALTY S=Rehailitation 55, Payments will be

3=Suspended—230 day penalty penod ‘:l 7=Education pragram G=Granted, financial & medical. D I=tngreasad S=Financial suspended, medical continued

D=Decreased
R=Reinstated

M=Granted, medical only

X=Financial & Medical discontinued
Y=Financial discontinued, medical continugd

22. CLOSE CODE
1=Found amploymentson own
2=Found employment/thru workfare
3=Found employment/ other
4=Moved out of town
5=Granted State Aid (AFDC. Title XIX)
6=Granted Federal Aid (S5A 881
7-Termnatad, nan-compliance waorkfare
83: Terminatad, non-compliance, other
9-Lack of contact
O=Other

26. SITE NUMBER

L]

668, EFFECTIVE DATE 7. MODIFY AWARD

I MONTH DAY YEAR irom amount

Ll 1 ] L[]

5B. to amount

L

5% Issue supplemental/vendor paymant in the amount of

]

27 INCENTIVE GRANT (Y/N)

B80. PAYMENT DATE
MONTH DAY

HEEN

28. REQUIRED HOURS PER WEEK
WITHOUT INCENTIVE

SECTION IV — EXPLANATION CF THE BUDGET

29. REQUIRED HOURS PER WEEX
V\I.'ITH INCENTIVE

All the items of need available through the General Assistance Program have been identified,
discussed and considered in computing applicants/recipients budget. The {ocai Weifare
Office has provided a copy of "Questions and Answers about General Assistance.” The in-
formation on the back of this form has been discussed, sdentifted and clarified.

SIGNATURE. APPLICANT/RECIPIENT

30. EFFECTIVE DATE
MONTH DAY l

L

YEAR l

DATE

SIGNATURE. LOCAL WELFARE OFFICIAL

DATE

SECTION V-Explanation{s) Authority for decision.

The authortty for this action 15 Policy Manual for General Assistance, Page No

Section{s)

125

CITV /TOWN







APPENDIX N

Department of Income Maintenance's Response to the

Program Review and Investigations Committee's Staff
Recommendations

[Note: 1Included in this appendix are the Department of

Income Maintenance's comments on the program review
committee's initial staff report., Several changes were

made by the committee prior to the report being final-
ized, and hence there are some discrepancies between the

department's comments and the information contained in

this report.]
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NDIM Comments on LPR and IC Report on

General Assistance in Connecticut

General

The General Assistance program represents an especially difficult challenge
for two reasous: first; the rapid growth of the program in a very short
period of time, and second, the unique relationship of the Department to this
program, in that we do not administer the program as we do every other program

under our charge. LPR & IC notes both of these as factors in 1its analysis of

GA.

One initiative which is not part of the LPR & IC report is the decision on our
part to seek consultative help in determining reasons for the phenomenal
growth in GA. There have been several suggestions offered, while so little
hard data exists to establish with any validity what has occurred. We are now
preparing an RFP and expect a final report to be issued by February, 1985.

-

A. Recommendation: The Department of Income Maintenance shall rewrite the

general assistance manual by July I, 1986. This manual shall be written based
on a standard of plain language similar to that described in Section 42-152

and Chapter 676a of the CGé. The manual shall include: an index for frequent
referencing and a separate section or manuval describing specific procedures to

follow in order for policy to be clarified.
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Comment: We agree with this finding and are beginning this very important

major project.

B. Recommendation:

The General assistance unit should: conduct a periodic social security match
of those on general assistance in each town; document policy and procedural
questions raised via telephone and office visits by local welfare staff; and

analyze results of fair hearings and audits,.

DIM shall have the statutory authority to conduct audits of all General Assis-
tance programs in the towns. The audit program shall be implemented through

regulations and include the following functions:

° an independent verification of motor wvehicles,
unemployment compensation, and registration with
the Connecticut State Employment Service using
records at the Department of Labor and the Depart-

ment of Motor Vehicles;

° A financial review of each town's aceounts;

° the selection and sampling methodology for choosing

cases to be reviewed in each town and:

° a case review of compliance with significant eligi-

bility and workfare regulations.
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The general assistance unit should develop a system to rectify the problems
identified in the analysis of data from town questions, fair hearings and
audits. A corrective action system that identifies the need for
policy——regulation changes, clearer procedural explanations and training

programs should be instituted.

DIM shall be given statutory authority to implement the current program
pro-viding for sanctions to be imposed against- towns that are found in

noncompli-ance as a result of an audit.

Comments;:

We have the capability to perform limited cross-matching of social security
numbers of recipients among different towns and we are presently developing a

computer program that will produce quarterly reports.

We agree that we need a more formal central documentation of

policy/ procedural interpretatiomns given and of fair hearing decisions

rendered.

In the area of audits, we are not sure statutory authority is required, but we
do not object to a statute. We do have in our MP&E unit a written description
of the statistical methodology for audits. 1In addition, it is understood that

auvdits will be performed according to generally accepted auditing standards

prescribed by professional authoritative bedies.
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While we generally support the recommendation that there be statutory
authority to sanction towns based on noncompliance with policy for
administering the program, further consideration needs to be given to the

appropriate role of the towns in the administration of the program.

The recommendation on Corrective Action has major impliecations.
Implementation, we believe, would drastically change our role in the program,
and as is noted in the report, we are studying what that role should be. We
believe it premature to begin an effort of the scope needed to require and
monitor Corrective Actiom Plans until we have a policy decision on what we
should be doing in General Assistance. As an administrative issue, this would

requlire substantial additional resources.

C. Recommendation:

The Department of TIncome Maintenance shall develop formal training programs
that local welfare administrators and direct service staff shall be required

to attend., This program shall consist of:

-

° a minimum of 40 hours of training for the new staff and
administrators within the first six months of beginning in the

positiong

° twenty hours of training yearly for the current local welfare

officers, including a review of current and new state policies and;
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b specific training sessions shall be held within three months of

implementation of major policy changes.

Comments.

We agree that training GA administrators i1s important., We are pleased that
our training unit will add a professional trainer specifically to conduct,
oversee and coordinate training programs in General Assistance. In addition,

the General Assistance consultants will continue to provide training to local

administrators,

We have some concern about the specific hours suggested. TFirst, we return
again to the question of "what is the proper role for DIM in GA." The
extensive training recommended places us in an extremely "hands on", active
role, which is not the function we have been asked to serve in the past. In

addition, the number of hours suggested totals approximately 4400 person hours

per year.

D. Recommendation:

The Department of Income Maintenance prepare and issue an annual report to the
General Assembly, each of the towns in the state, and any person of the
general public who requests it. The report should be issued each February,
and contain, in addition to staff and budget information, a summary of the
activities for the previous year, goals and objectives of the unit for the

upcoming year, general assistance data, and analysis on trends in the program.
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Comments:

We are willing to issue annual reports (we now issue a Workfare report each

May). However, it would be more relevant to issue the report in September for

the previous fiscal vyear,

E. Recommendation:

The State assume responsibility for all hospital referral cases under the

General Assistance program.

Comments:

This is a major, substantive recommendation. It also raises the fundamental

question about the proper role for the State to play in General Assistance.

We recognize that hospital admissions for medically indigent non GA recipients

are extremely difficult for towns. The recent legislation will most likely
cause additional work for the towns in this area. We agree that there is much
to be gained from a State assumption of this function and are willing to

pursue it further, Several questions come to mind, which were not

specifically mentioned in the report.
° is statutory change required (we believe so)
° we believe the staffing suggested is low, given

the amount of "leg work" required
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° would the State pay 100%, or would the town still be

liable for 10%

¢ we would need computer support in order to manage such an effort

F. Recommendation:

DIM shall institute a two-part flat-grant payment system for providing general

assistance to clients replacing the current system:

° one part shall consist of payments for living expenses and;

° one part shall consist of payments for rental expenses.
Either part may be granted on an as-needed basis, but when granted must be
granted in its entirety. Income and other available resources will continue
to be subtracted from the grant. DIM shall develop a three region weighted
payment system for the State based upon each region's cost-of-living. The

flat-grant shall be determined by the weighted payment system.

Towns, with DIM's approval, may provide emergency expenses for clients in

need.
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Comments:

Implementation of this recommendation would have a significant fiscal impact
and also directly relates to the overall issue of state administration of the
G.A. program. In addition, it should be noted that many towns would oppose

imposition of a flat grant.

G. Recommendation:

The commissioner of the Department of Income Maintenance shall be given statu-
tory authority to grant administrative waivers regarding general assistance.
The procedures for granting of waivers shall be established in regulation, and
such waivers shall be case-specific and shall not apply to basic eligibility
requirements. Further, the department shall inform all towns in writing, on

at least quarterly basis, of all types of administrative waivers granted for

that period. Comments:

We do not believe it best to elaborate in law or regulations a process we feel

ig largely not a good vehicle for administering a program.

We agree that waivers should be given on a case by case basis, and not on a

town-wide basis. We also agree that basic eligibility requirements should not

be waived,

We believe the best approach is to design a program which makes the need for
waivers minimal at worst, and non-existent at best. We have started to exam—

ine issues where waivers are requested, and either to change the basic policy
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if warranted or to adhere to that policy if change is not justified. A policy
which needs to be waived should be changed. A procedure which creates

problems should be rectified on a formal basis.

The fact that waivers can be given only upon request further sets up a
sitvation where some recipients are treated inequitably (if their town chooses
not to request a waiver) and where some towns are penalized in thatfhey have

not requested a waiver, while another town has-asked and received a waiver on

the same issue.

H. Recommendation:

The Department of Income Maintenance should allocate staff with specialized
skills and specified job descriptions to enable the general assistance program
to fulfill the following additional Functions:

timely development of regulations;

° adequate training of local welfare administrators and staff;
° research and analysis of data and technical program effectiveness;
° expert organizational consultation to the administrators of local

welfare programs to facilitate organizational change necessitated by

regulation and statutory mandates.
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Comments:

We agree with this suggestion. We have taken some clear steps in this direc-

tion
° hiring of a trainer;
° use of consulting help to analyze historical patterns;
° MP&E is working with the GA unit to assess GA data needs and to

evaluate current data system ability to meet those needs., Specific

LPR&T Committee questions will be included in this effort.
However, to fully comply, we believe significant increases to the G.A. Unit

staff are necessary. In addition, we need to assess the basic issue of the

proper role DIM should play in the program.

I. Recommendation:

-

The GA unit should examine all eligibility criteria and procedures and

eliminate those that are obsolete or unworkable.

Comments:

We agree with this finding and are Beginning to do this, as part of the manual

rewrite,.
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